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FIFTH FIVE-YEAR REVIEW REPORT  
SOL LYNN/INDUSTRIAL TRANSFORMERS SUPERFUND SITE 

EPA ID#: TXD980873327 
HARRIS COUNTY, TX 

 
 

This memorandum documents the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's performance, determinations and 
approval of the Sol Lynn/Industrial Transformers Superfund site (Site) fifth five-year review under Section 121 
(c) of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act, 42 U.S. Code Section 9621 
(c), as provided in the attached fifth Five-Year Review Report.   
 
 
Summary of the Fifth Five-Year Review Report 
 
This Five-Year Review summarizes the current status of the remedy at the 0.75-acre Sol Lynn/Industrial 
Transformers Superfund site. The Site is located approximately six miles southeast of downtown Houston, Texas, 
in a mixed-use area that includes residential, commercial and light industrial areas. An electrical transformer 
salvage and recycling company operated on site from 1965 to 1975. A chemical recycling and supply company 
operated at the site from 1979 to 1980. Site activities contaminated soil and groundwater with hazardous 
chemicals. The remedy for operable unit (OU) 1 addressed contaminated soil. A Record of Decision (ROD) for 
OU1 was issued on March 25, 1988, and consisted of excavation of polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB) contaminated 
soils and treatment with a chemical dechlorination process. The ROD for OU1 was amended on September 16, 
1992, and consisted of excavation and off-site disposal. The OU1 remedy was completed in April 1993. The 
remedy for OU2 consists of long-term response actions to address contaminated groundwater; groundwater 
contaminants include trichloroethylene and TCE degradation products cis-1,2-dichloroethene (cis-1,2-DCE) and 
vinyl chloride. The ROD for OU2 was issued on September 23, 1988, and consisted of extraction and treatment of 
contaminated groundwater. The ROD for OU2 was amended on September 23, 1998, and consisted of in-situ 
bioremediation for contaminant mass reduction in the source areas, monitored natural attenuation to address 
dissolved contaminant plumes in the groundwater downgradient from the source areas, and institutional controls 
to prevent exposure to the contaminated groundwater. In situ bioremediation was conducted in 2010 and 
performance monitoring occurred in 2011 and 2018. Based on the monitoring results, concentrations of 
contaminants in the groundwater remain above cleanup goals, and the extent of groundwater contamination is not 
completely delineated. Institutional controls are in place on the Site property, but institutional controls have not 
been implemented for parcels that overlie the shallow groundwater contamination that has migrated from the 
source area.   
 
Environmental Indicators 
 
Human Exposure Status: Insufficient Data              
Contaminated Groundwater Status: Not Under Control 
Site-Wide Ready for Reuse: Yes 
 
Actions Needed 
 
The following actions must be taken for the remedy to be protective: complete the sitewide groundwater 
monitoring event currently in progress and evaluate if the current monitoring network is sufficient to delineate the 
plume; delineate the plume both vertically and horizontally and reevaluate areas for vapor intrusion; determine if 
the current remedy is operating as intended; determine the existence and status of private wells in the area, 
determine if they are impacted, and implement institutional controls for the area above the groundwater plume to 
prevent exposure to contaminated groundwater as long as contaminants remain above the drinking water 
standards; utilize multiple lines of evidence to assess whether vapor intrusion is a concern at the residential 
apartment buildings or other areas east of the Site; and implement an operations and maintenance (O&M) and 
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sampling and analysis plan for maintenance of the monitoring well network, monitoring of institutional controls 
and to establish regular sampling events to evaluate the long-term effectiveness of the groundwater remedy. 
 
 
Determination 
 
A protectiveness determination of the remedy at OU2 cannot be made at this time, so a sitewide protectiveness 
determination cannot be made at this time. This Five-Year Review Report specifies the actions that need to be 
taken for the remedy to be protective. 
 
 
 
 
____________________________________  ______________________________ 
Wren Stenger      Date 
Director, Superfund Division 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 6 
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ISSUES/RECOMMENDATIONS 

FIFTH FIVE-YEAR REVIEW REPORT  
SOL LYNN/INDUSTRIAL TRANSFORMERS SUPERFUND SITE 

EPA ID#: TXD980873327 
HARRIS COUNTY, TX 

 
 
 

OU(s): 2 Issue Category: Remedy Performance 

Issue: In August 2018, a sitewide groundwater sampling event was conducted in water 
bearing zones (WBZs) 1 through 4, but many wells were not included due to silting and 
plugging issues. In November 2019 through February 2020, several monitoring wells 
were abandoned, while others were repaired. Additionally, the plume is not delineated in 
several WBZs, including WBZ-1. Since the plume is not delineated in WBZ-1, the 
potential for vapor intrusion downgradient of the source area is unknown. 

Recommendation: Evaluate if the current monitoring network is sufficient to fully 
delineate the existing plume areas in all impacted WBZs both vertically and horizontally, 
install wells as needed and reevaluate areas for vapor intrusion.  

Affect Current 
Protectiveness 

Affect Future 
Protectiveness 

Party 
Responsible 

Oversight 
Party/Support 

Agency 

Milestone Date 

Yes Yes EPA EPA 9/30/2022 
 
 
 

OU(s): 2 Issue Category: Remedy Performance 

Issue: The contaminant of concern (COC) concentrations within the source area are 
decreasing, but concentrations remain one to five orders of magnitude over the 
performance values in WBZ-1 through 4. Exceedances of the 2004 Record of Decision 
(ROD) Amendment performance values are also prevalent in the plume areas that extend 
out from the source area.  

Recommendation: Determine if the current remedy is operating as intended. 

Affect Current 
Protectiveness 

Affect Future 
Protectiveness 

Party 
Responsible 

Oversight 
Party/Support 

Agency 

Milestone Date 

No Yes EPA EPA 9/30/2023 
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OU(s): 2 Issue Category: Institutional Controls 

Issue: The 2004 ROD Amendment called for institutional controls to prevent exposure to 
the contaminated groundwater as long as contaminants remain above the drinking water 
standards, and to prevent residential land use over areas of groundwater contamination 
until appropriate measures are implemented to remediate the risk from vapor intrusion 
into residences. Restrictive covenants are in place in several of the site parcels, but 
institutional controls have not been implemented for parcels that overlie the shallow 
groundwater contamination that has migrated from the source area. In addition, the status 
of some private wells within 0.25 miles of the Site are unknown including a domestic well 
north of the Site and an industrial well east of the Site. These wells may no longer be 
operable 

Recommendation: Determine the existence and status of private wells in the area, 
determine if they are impacted, and implement institutional controls for the areas above 
the groundwater plume. 

Affect Current 
Protectiveness 

Affect Future 
Protectiveness 

Party 
Responsible 

Oversight 
Party/Support 

Agency 

Milestone Date 

No Yes EPA EPA 9/30/2021 
 
 
 

OU(s): 2 Issue Category: Remedy Performance 

Issue: Vinyl chloride concentrations at downgradient well, MW0301, remain above the 
performance value and there are no other sampling points further east. Directly east of 
MW0301 is a residential apartment complex. EPA has requested access for indoor air 
sampling, but access has been denied. EPA’s vapor intrusion screening level (VISL) 
calculator indicates the potential for vapor intrusion in the residential apartment building 
located east of the Site. 

Recommendation: Utilize multiple lines of evidence to assess whether vapor intrusion 
is a concern at the residential apartment buildings or other areas east of the Site. 

Affect Current 
Protectiveness 

Affect Future 
Protectiveness 

Party 
Responsible 

Oversight 
Party/Support 

Agency 

Milestone Date 

Yes Yes EPA EPA 9/30/2021 
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OU(s): 2 Operations and Maintenance 

Issue: O&M is not occurring at the Site to maintain the monitoring well network and 
ensure effectiveness of institutional controls and there is no sampling and analysis plan. 
Recommendation: An O&M and sampling and analysis plan should be implemented for 
maintenance of the monitoring network, monitoring of institutional controls and to 
establish regular sampling events. Regular sampling events will allow EPA to evaluate the 
long-term effectiveness of the remedy in addressing the groundwater contamination. 

Affect Current 
Protectiveness 

Affect Future 
Protectiveness 

Party 
Responsible 

Oversight 
Party/Support 

Agency 

Milestone Date 

Yes Yes EPA EPA 9/30/2022 
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LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS AND ACRONYMS 
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μg/L   Micrograms per Liter 
μg/m3  micrograms per cubic meter 
MNA  Monitored Natural Attenuation 
NCP   National Contingency Plan 
NPL   National Priorities List 
O&M   Operation and Maintenance 
OU  Operable Unit 
PCB  Polychlorinated Biphenyl 
PCE  Tetrachloroethylene  
PRP  Potentially Responsible Party 
RAO  Remedial Action Objective 
RBEL  Risk-Based Exposure Level 
RI  Remedial Investigation 
RI/FS  Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study 
ROD  Record of Decision 
RPM  Remedial Project Manager 
RSL  Regional Screening Level 
TCE  Trichloroethylene 
TCEQ  Texas Commission on Environmental Quality 
TMC  Texas Medical Center 
TR  Target Risk 
TRRP  Texas Risk Reduction Program 
TSCA  Toxic Substances Control Act 
TWC  Texas Water Commission 
UU/UE  Unlimited Use/Unrestricted Exposure 
VISL  Vapor Intrusion Screening Level 
WBZ  Water Bearing Zone 
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I. INTRODUCTION 
 
The purpose of a five-year review (FYR) is to evaluate the implementation and performance of a remedy to 
determine if the remedy is and will continue to be protective of human health and the environment. The methods, 
findings and conclusions of reviews are documented in FYR reports such as this one. In addition, FYR reports 
identify issues found during the review, if any, and document recommendations to address them. 
 
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is preparing this FYR pursuant to the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) Section 121, 42 U.S.C. § 9621, consistent 
with the National Contingency Plan (NCP) (40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Section 300.430(f)(4)(ii)) and 
considering EPA policy.  
 
This is the fifth FYR for the Sol Lynn/Industrial Transformers Superfund site (the Site). The triggering action for 
this statutory review is the completion date of the previous FYR. The FYR has been prepared because hazardous 
substances, pollutants or contaminants remain at the Site above levels that allow for unlimited use and 
unrestricted exposure (UU/UE).  
 
The Site consists of two operable units (OUs), both of which are addressed in this FYR. OU1 addresses the soil 
remedy. OU2 addresses the groundwater remedy.  
 
EPA remedial project manager (RPM) Bret Kendrick led the FYR. Participants included Kenan Nerad of the 
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) and Alison Cattani and Treat Suomi from EPA FYR 
support contractor Skeo. The review began on 9/25/2019. 
 
Site Background  
The 0.75-acre Site is located about 6 miles southeast of downtown Houston, Texas (Figure 1). The Industrial 
Transformer Company, a small scrap metal and chemical recycling facility, operated on site from about 1965 to 
1975. From 1975 to 1981, a chemical supply company, Sila King, Inc., leased a portion of the Site. Site activities 
contaminated soil and groundwater.   
 
The Site currently consists of a vacant lot and a commercial complex that hosts several businesses. Parts of the 
complex are unoccupied. The Site is located in a mixed-use area that includes residential, commercial and light 
industrial areas. A light industrial and commercial business area is located directly east and southwest of the Site. 
South Loop Road and Interstate 610 are located directly north of the Site. The Reliant Park complex (Astrodome 
and Reliant Arena) are located about 4,000 feet to the northwest. The Site is located just southeast of the Texas 
Medical Center (TMC) area.  
 
A groundwater contaminant plume emanates from the Site and extends in several directions. There are nine water 
bearing zones (WBZs) beneath the Site. The WBZs, consisting primarily of silty or sandy sediments, are each 
separated by a low-permeability clay zone. The uppermost four WBZs (WBZ-1 through WBZ-4) have been 
affected by contamination from the Site.  
 

 WBZ-1 (previously called the 20-foot zone and the Shallow Aquifer): Depth of 18 to 24 feet below 
ground surface (bgs), groundwater flow is generally to the east-northeast but has varied over time, semi-
confined, and hydraulically connected to WBZ-2 and WBZ-3.  

 WBZ-2 (previously called the Uppermost Aquifer, the 40-foot zone and the Shallow Aquifer): Depth of 
about 33 to 40 feet bgs, consists of two zones (A and B), groundwater flow is generally to the northwest, 
a confined leaky system, and hydraulically connected to both WBZ-1 and WBZ-3.  

 WBZ-3 (previously called the 60-foot zone): Consists of three distinct zones (WBZ-3A, B and C) at 
depths from 43 to 67 feet bgs. WBZ-3C is the most widespread layer and groundwater flow is radial from 
the center located under Interstate 610 and to the north-northeast in the northern portion of the Site. 
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 WBZ-4 (previously called the Intermediate Aquifer, the 80-foot zone and the Deep Aquifer): Depths of 
80 to 90 feet bgs, groundwater flows to the west. 

 WBZ-5 through 9: Depths ranging from 95 to 200 feet bgs, historically not impacted by site 
contamination.  

 
The WBZs are not current sources of drinking water. Residences near the Site receive their potable water from the 
city of Houston water supply system. However, the WBZs are classified as Class IIB aquifers and have the 
potential for future use. There are no institutional controls currently in place to prevent the use of groundwater 
over the entire Site. To prevent the use of groundwater EPA has entered into an agreement for a restrictive 
covenant to be filed on the Site property. Appendix A provides a list of additional site-related resources. 
Appendix B provides the Site’s chronology of events. 
 
FIVE-YEAR REVIEW SUMMARY FORM 
 

 

SITE IDENTIFICATION 

Site Name: Sol Lynn/Industrial Transformers  

EPA ID: TXD980873327  

Region: 6 State: TX City/County: Houston/Harris 

SITE STATUS 

NPL Status: Final 

Multiple OUs? 
Yes 

Has the Site achieved construction completion? 
Yes 

 
REVIEW STATUS 

Lead agency: EPA 

Author name: Bret Kendrick, with additional support provided by Skeo  

Author affiliation: EPA Region 6 

Review period: 9/25/2019 – 9/30/2020 

Date of site inspection: 11/7/2019 

Type of review: Statutory 

Review number: 5 

Triggering action date: 9/30/2015 

Due date (five years after triggering action date): 9/30/2020 
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Figure 1: Site Vicinity Map 

 
Disclaimer: This map and any boundary lines within the map are approximate and subject to change. The map is not a survey. The map is for informational 
purposes only regarding EPA’s response actions at the Site.  
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II. RESPONSE ACTION SUMMARY 
 
Basis for Taking Action 
In 1971, an investigation by the city of Houston Water Pollution Control Division found that workers at the Site 
poured oil out of electrical transformers as they were being dismantled. Oil and grease were observed on the soil 
and floating on ponded water as well as in ditches on the Site. In 1980 and 1981, an inspection by the Texas 
Water Commission (TWC), predecessor to TCEQ, and the city of Houston Department of Health found 75 empty 
and punctured drums stored at the Site labeled as trichloroethylene (TCE).  
 
Following initial investigations by the city of Houston and TWC, EPA conducted the Site’s initial remedial 
investigation (RI) in 1987 and 1988. The results of the investigation identified the presence of polychlorinated 
biphenyl (PCBs) in the soil and TCE in WBZs beneath the Site. The RI Report concluded that PCBs in the soil 
posed an increased cancer risk under the current commercial use scenario for workers, trespassers and commercial 
users of the on-site business via dermal exposure and ingestion. EPA placed the Site on the National Priorities 
List (NPL) in May 1989. To manage the cleanup, EPA divided the Site into two OUs: OU1 for soil contamination 
and OU2 for groundwater contamination. 
 
A supplemental RI in 2002 identified nine WBZs to a depth of 200 feet bgs. TCE and TCE degradation products 
cis-1,2-dichloroethene (cis-1,2-DCE) and vinyl chloride were detected in the groundwater. TCE was found at 
concentrations exceeding 1 percent of its solubility in water, indicating possible dense non-aqueous phase liquid 
(DNAPL). However, DNAPL was not directly observed. Based on the data collected during the supplemental RI, 
groundwater showed three potential exposure routes: ingestion, dermal contact and vapor inhalation. The risks for 
potential exposures at the Site generally exceeded EPA’s carcinogenic risk range of 1 x 10-6 to 10-4 and non-
carcinogenic risks generally exceeded EPA’s hazard quotient (HQ) of 1.0. Table 1 lists the contaminants of 
concern (COCs) associated with the Site, by media.  
 
Table 1: COCs, by Media  

COC Media 
PCBs Soil 
TCE 
Cis-1,2-DCE 
Vinyl chloride 

Groundwater 

 
Response Actions 
 
OU1 
EPA issued the Record of Decision (ROD) for OU1 in March 1988. The remedy consisted of excavation of 2,400 
cubic yards of PCB-contaminated soils and treatment of the soils with a chemical dechlorination process. The 
ROD did not specify remedial action objectives (RAOs) but the general remedy objective was to remove the 
contaminated soils source. The cleanup standard, 25 milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg), was selected based on a 
commercial worker exposure scenario. EPA updated the ROD in September 1992 because of problems with the 
treatment technology. The 1992 ROD Amendment permitted the excavation and off-site disposal of remaining 
PCB-contaminated soils with concentrations above 25 mg/kg to an off-site Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) 
landfill.  
 
OU2 
EPA issued the ROD for OU2 in September 1988. The remedy consisted of groundwater extraction and treatment. 
The treatment included air stripping followed by vapor and liquid phase carbon absorption. The remedy was 
implemented in 1993. During the first FYR in 1999, EPA determined that the OU2 remedy had not worked 
properly. EPA conducted the 2002 supplemental RI and subsequently amended the remedy. EPA signed the ROD 
Amendment for OU2 in September 2004.  
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The RAOs specified in the 2004 OU2 ROD Amendment were: 
 

 Restore the aquifer, including the source and plume areas, to drinking water standards for COCs within a 
reasonable timeframe (estimated at 30 years). 

 Prevent or minimize future migration of groundwater contamination. 
 Reduce or eliminate further contamination of groundwater from the source area. 
 Prevent use of groundwater as drinking water for as long as contaminant concentrations remain above 

drinking water levels. 
 Mitigate risk from subsurface vapor intrusion from groundwater to indoor air. 
 Prevent residential exposure to indoor air above risk-based levels. 

 
The ROD Amendment calls for in situ bioremediation for contaminant mass reduction in the source areas to 
remediate residual DNAPL. The ROD Amendment also specified monitored natural attenuation (MNA) to 
address and mitigate the dissolved contaminant plumes in groundwater downgradient from the source areas. 
Institutional controls were called for to prevent exposure to the contaminated groundwater for as long as 
contaminants remain at levels above the drinking water standards, and also to control residential land use over 
areas of groundwater contamination until appropriate measures are implemented to remediate the potential risk 
from vapor intrusion to possible future residential areas. Vapor intrusion was not considered a risk to the existing 
commercial/industrial areas. 
 
The 2004 ROD Amendment provided performance values to include cleanup levels for TCE, cis-1,2-DCE and 
vinyl chloride in groundwater based on EPA’s maximum contaminant levels (MCLs). 
 
Table 2: Groundwater COC Performance Values 

Groundwater COC Performance Value (μg/L) Basis 

TCE 5 MCL 

cis-1,2-DCE 70 MCL 

Vinyl chloride 2 MCL 
Notes: 
Source: 2004 ROD Amendment 
μg/L = micrograms per liter 

 
Status of Implementation 
 
OU1 
The amended remedy for OU1, which consisted of excavation and off-site disposal of remaining PCB-
contaminated soils at a TSCA landfill, was completed in April 1993.  
 
OU2 
The 1988 OU2 ROD selected extraction and treatment as the groundwater remedy. The treatment included air 
stripping followed by vapor and liquid phase carbon absorption. The groundwater treatment system began 
pumping and treating contaminated groundwater on October 8, 1994. The pump-and-treat system operated 
until October 1996 when it was shut down because of system leaks. In 1998, investigations took place to further 
define the plume. Pumping began again in 1998 but was shut down permanently in 2000 when the first FYR 
Report stated that the remedy might not be protective of human health and the environment. EPA changed the 
groundwater remedy in the 2004 ROD Amendment. Due to issues with obtaining access from nearby landowners, 
EPA did not implement the amended remedy until 2010. 
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In February 2010, EPA’s contractor demolished the former groundwater treatment plant. The building materials 
and underlying soil were removed and disposed of or recycled off site.  
 
In situ bioremediation took place in 2010. EPA’s contractor injected emulsified edible oil and lactate solution 
with diammonium phosphate into the subsurface in a pre-specified grid pattern using direct push technology. The 
mixture was injected into the upper WBZ first and then the tool was advanced into the lower zones. EPA’s 
contractor injected the remediation fluids into 403 injection points. See Figure 4 for the 2010 injection areas. 
Following completion, the direct push rods, tubing and injection tools were retrieved. The initial performance 
monitoring for the injection was based on the 2007 pre-injection results and three post-injection events in 2010 
and 2011. EPA reviewed the results and concluded that additional rounds of injection treatments would not be 
beneficial. EPA did not sample groundwater again until 2018. Between 2011 and 2018, several wells were 
damaged, plugged and unable to be sampled. The current extent of groundwater contamination is described 
further in the Data Review section of this FYR report. 
 
Between November 2019 and February 2020, EPA’s contractor conducted a well plugging, repair and 
redevelopment field event. A total of 64 wells were properly plugged and abandoned per Texas Department of 
Licensing and Regulation Administrative Code, Chapter 76, Rule §76.1004 and other city and/or county 
requirements. A total of 12 wells were repaired and 16 wells were redeveloped. The details of the field event were 
reported in the 2020 Well Plugging, Repair, and Redevelopment Event Technical Memorandum (Appendix A). 
 
Institutional Control (IC) Review  
 
The 2004 ROD Amendment called for institutional controls to prevent exposure to the contaminated groundwater 
plume as long as contaminants remain at levels above the drinking water standards and to control residential land 
use over areas of groundwater contamination until appropriate measures are implemented to remediate the risk 
from possible vapor intrusion to potential, future residential areas. Restrictive covenants currently prohibit 
residential use and the use of groundwater on the site parcels, but controls are not currently in place on other 
parcels that are underlain by contaminated groundwater (Table 3, Figure 2). In order to fully implement the 
groundwater institutional controls, the extent of groundwater contamination needs to be delineated. Based on the 
most recent data from 2018, portions of the plumes in several WBZs are not horizontally delineated.  
 
In 2017, TCEQ conducted a well survey within one mile of the Site (Table I-1 and Figures I-1 and I-2). Most 
wells within one mile of the Site are used for industrial use and drilled below the WBZs impacted by the Site. 
Five wells are located within the 0.25-mile plume extent buffer (based on extent of groundwater contamination 
from 2011). TCEQ uses the 0.25-mile buffer when determining if a notice is needed to nearby well owners around 
a site with contaminated groundwater. Three of the five wells were installed prior to the issuance of the ROD.  
 
One well is listed as a domestic well; EPA confirmed this well was not in use in the 2004 ROD Amendment. 
TCEQ contacted the property owner, and the owner indicated that he has no knowledge of a well on the property. 
Three of the wells, located northwest of the Site, are owned by a retirement community. According to the city 
water lines, this retirement community is served by city water. TCEQ contacted the retirement community that 
reported knowledge of only one well at this location that is used for irrigation, and that they are connected to city 
water. Based on the depth reported in the well survey, the irrigation well is likely screened below the WBZs at the 
Site. The remaining well, well 3223, is listed as an industrial well installed in 1968 at an unknown depth. This 
well is the closest well to the Site. TCEQ did not inquire about the status of the well, but based on the county 
parcel data, the parcel is currently vacant. Based on the well survey results, there does not appear to be a current 
or potential exposure to the contaminated groundwater plume.   
 
PCB-contaminated soil was removed from OU1 using a cleanup standard based on a commercial worker scenario. 
The Site is zoned commercial/industrial and currently consists of several commercial businesses as well as a 
vacant lot. The 1988 ROD did not call for institutional controls as part of the soils remedy, but an environmental 
covenant is in place restricting residential use on the entire site property (Table 3, Figure 2).  
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Table 3: Summary of Planned and/or Implemented Institutional Controls (ICs) 
Media, Engineered 
Controls, and Areas 

That Do Not 
Support UU/UE 

Based on Current 
Conditions 

ICs 
Needed 

ICs Called 
for in the 
Decision 

Documents 

Impacted 
Parcel(s) 

IC 
Objective 

Title of IC 
Instrument 

Implemented and 
Date  

Groundwater 

Yes Yes Site parcels 
(Figure 2)  Restrict groundwater 

use until performance 
values are obtained. 

1993 Restrictive 
Covenants 

Yes Yes 
Parcels overlying 
the groundwater 

plume 
None 

Vapor Intrusion 

Yes Yes Site parcels 
(Figure 2)  Restrict residential 

land use over shallow 
groundwater 

contamination. 

1993 Restrictive 
Covenants 

Yes Yes 
Parcels overlying 
the groundwater 

plume 
None 

Soil Yes* No Site parcels 
(Figure 2) 

Restrict residential 
land use on parcel 

cleaned up to 
commercial worker 
cleanup standard. 

1993 Restrictive 
Covenants 

Notes: 
* = The original cleanup level was protective of commercial use; however, it may also be protective of residential use 
based on the current toxicity of PCBs. EPA will evaluate the cleanup level for PCBs in soil and clarify the acceptable 
land use for OU1 and record any institutional control requirements. 
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Figure 2: Institutional Control Map 

 
Disclaimer: This map and any boundary lines within the map are approximate and subject to change. The map is not a survey. The map is for informational purposes only regarding EPA’s response actions at the 
Site.
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Systems Operations/Operation and Maintenance (O&M) 
An in-situ bioremediation injection was conducted at the Site in 2010, and the Site is currently in long-term 
remedial action following the implementation of the remedy. Currently routine O&M activities are not conducted 
onsite, and there is no O&M or Sampling and Analysis Plan in place. Non-routine O&M work has been occurring 
at the Site; in November and December 2019, EPA’s contractor conducted a field event to repair, replace and 
abandon damaged monitoring wells, and a sampling event was carried out in 2018. At the Site there is a need for 
an O&M workplan, an issue which is being addressed in the recommendations for this FYR Report.  
 
III. PROGRESS SINCE THE PREVIOUS REVIEW 
 
This section includes the protectiveness determinations and statements from the previous FYR Report as well as 
the recommendations from the previous FYR Report and the status of those recommendations. 

 

Table 4: Protectiveness Determinations/Statements from the 2015 FYR Report 

OU # Protectiveness 
Determination Protectiveness Statement 

Sitewide Protectiveness Deferred 

A protectiveness determination is deferred for the groundwater 
remedy at the Sol Lynn Industrial Transformers Superfund 
Site until further information is obtained for vapor intrusion 

and delineation of the contaminated groundwater plume. This 
will include an evaluation to determine the areas and buildings 
with potentially unacceptable risk due to vapor intrusion using 

current EPA vapor intrusion guidance. The vapor intrusion 
risk assessment should be updated using the current toxicity 
values following EPA exposure guidance. It is expected that 

these actions will take approximately one year to complete, at 
which time a protectiveness determination will be made. 

 
 
Table 5: Status of Recommendations from the 2015 FYR Report 

OU # Issue Recommendations Current 
Status 

Current Implementation Status 
Description 

Completion 
Date (if 

applicable) 

Sitewide 

Approximately 49 
monitoring wells are 
damaged and include 
damaged well pads, 

damaged outer casings, 
damaged annular seals, 
missing labels, missing 

outer casing lids, 
missing locks and 

missing inner casing 
lids (open to the 

atmosphere). A table 
lists the wells observed 

during the site visit. 

Repair monitoring 
wells that continue to 

be needed to 
adequately define site 

conditions and 
properly plug wells 
no longer needed. 

Completed 

From November 2019 through 
February 2020, EPA’s contractor 
conducted a field event to repair, 

replace and abandon damaged 
monitoring wells. A total of 64 

wells were plugged and abandoned, 
12 wells were repaired, and 16 

wells were redeveloped.  

2/28/2020 

Sitewide 

No groundwater 
monitoring in three 

years and all four upper 
zones had volatile 

organic results over 
Texas Risk Reduction 

Sample all zones to 
determine current site 
conditions and take 
action as necessary. 

Completed 

In 2018, EPA’s contractor sampled 
monitoring wells from WBZ-1, 2, 3 

and 4 to establish current 
conditions. Results are discussed in 

the Data Review section of this 
FYR Report. 

12/5/2018 
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OU # Issue Recommendations Current 
Status 

Current Implementation Status 
Description 

Completion 
Date (if 

applicable) 
Program levels for 

TCE, DCE and vinyl 
chloride in 2011 and 
current conditions are 

unknown. 

Sitewide 

Land use conditions 
have changed in the 

immediate area of the 
contaminated 

groundwater plume. 

Sample all zones to 
determine current site 
conditions. Evaluate 

vapor intrusion 
conditions for the 
areas potentially 
impacted by the 

contaminated 
groundwater plume. 

Completed 

In 2018, EPA’s contractor sampled 
monitoring wells from WBZ-1, 2, 3 

and 4 to establish current 
conditions. Indoor air sampling 
events were conducted in 2015, 

2017, 2018 and 2019. Results are 
discussed in the Data Review 
section of this FYR Report. 

12/5/2018 

Sitewide 

The Administrative 
Record is not 

maintained at an 
appropriate location for 

public access. 

The Administrative 
Record should be 
maintained in its 

entirety at a location 
easily accessible to 

the public. 

Under 
Discussion 

The Administrative Record has not 
been maintained at the current 

location (Houston Central Library). 
EPA is working on re-establishing 
the Administrative Record at the 

site repository. 

Not Applicable  

Sitewide 

Potential exposure to 
site COCs at 

unacceptable levels due 
to vapor intrusion. 

An evaluation to 
determine the areas 
and buildings with 

potentially 
unacceptable risk due 

to vapor intrusion 
should be conducted 
using current EPA 

vapor intrusion 
guidance. The vapor 

intrusion risk 
assessment should be 

updated using 
currently accepted 

toxicity values 
following EPA 

exposure guidance. 
Periodic indoor air 

monitoring should be 
conducted to ensure 
the remedy remains 

protective. Necessary 
action should be 
taken to address 
vapors intrusion 

above human health 
risk levels. 

Ongoing 

Indoor air monitoring events were 
conducted in 2015 and 2017 (on site 
and off site) and on-site indoor air 
sampling was conducted in 2018 

and 2019. Indoor air samples 
collected from on-site businesses 
show exceedances of screening 

levels for vinyl chloride. Results are 
discussed in the Data Review 

section of this FYR Report. Since 
the groundwater contamination is 

not currently delineated, there may 
still be other areas where vapor 

intrusion is occurring.  

Not Applicable 

Sitewide 

Eight unlabeled barrels 
from investigation-

derived waste were left 
on site. 

Properly dispose of 
the barrels as soon as 

possible. 
Completed EPA’s contractor removed the 

barrels.  1/30/2015 

Sitewide 

Institutional controls 
(i.e. restrictive 

covenants) currently 
cover portions of the 

An evaluation should 
be conducted, and 

institutional controls 
implemented in areas 

Ongoing 

EPA has not conducted an 
evaluation, but institutional controls 
are still needed to prevent possible 

future exposure from vapor 

Not Applicable 
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OU # Issue Recommendations Current 
Status 

Current Implementation Status 
Description 

Completion 
Date (if 

applicable) 
source area but are not 
in place on adjoining 
tracts and parcels that 
are underlain by the 

contaminant 
groundwater plume. 

where the 
institutional controls 

are not in place to 
prevent possible 

future exposure from 
vapor intrusion and 
installation and use 
of drinking water 
wells in the plume 

area. 

intrusion and installation and use of 
drinking water wells in the plume 

area. 

 
 
IV. FIVE-YEAR REVIEW PROCESS 
 
Community Notification, Community Involvement and Site Interviews 
A public notice was made available by a newspaper posting in the Houston Chronicle, on 10/28/2019 (Appendix 
C). It stated that the FYR was underway and invited the public to submit any comments to the EPA. The results of 
the review and the report will be made available at the Site’s information repository, Houston Central Library, 
located at 500 McKinney Street, Houston, Texas 77002. 
 
During the FYR process, interviews were conducted to document any perceived problems or successes with the 
remedy implemented to date. The interviews are summarized below, and interview forms are included in 
Appendix H. 
 
EPA interviewed two business owners as part of the FYR. One business owner has owned a portion of the Site for 
a year. The owner indicated that they have a general knowledge of what has happened at the Site, EPA has kept 
them informed and they have no ongoing concerns. The other business owner has been a long-time owner of a 
portion of the Site. In general, they are aware of the cleanup and believe that EPA is doing its job. As an owner, 
they expressed concern that their property is undervalued and underused due to being part of a Superfund site. 
They have also had issues with trespassing and people driving across the property. The owner has installed wood 
barriers and signage to deter trespassing.   
 
TCEQ project manager Kenan Nerad believes that cleanup activities at the Site have been appropriate and that 
monitoring well maintenance at the Site is an ongoing issue. Mr. Nerad believes the remedy is currently 
performing as intended with reduced contaminant levels in WBZ-1. Mr. Nerad indicated that WBZ-5 should be 
sampled since this zone has not been sampled recently and contamination may have migrated.  
 
Data Review 
During this FYR period, EPA conducted indoor air and groundwater monitoring and gauging events. The 
groundwater data were collected to update the current understanding of groundwater flow direction and 
groundwater contaminant concentrations in WBZ-1 through WBZ-4. The indoor air monitoring was conducted to 
ensure the groundwater contamination in the source area and the plume area was not resulting in vapor intrusion 
above acceptable levels in the businesses located on site and off site.  
 
In addition to the monitoring conducted as part of the Site O&M, groundwater samples were collected to evaluate 
site conditions after Hurricane Harvey, which occurred in August 2017. The results were consistent with historical 
sample data.  
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Based on the data collected during this FYR period and prior data, while concentrations have decreased since the 
in-situ bioremediation was conducted in 2010, substantial contamination remains in all four groundwater zones. 
In addition, vapor intrusion might be occurring at some on-site buildings.  
 
Indoor Air  
EPA first collected indoor air samples in August 2010 at six locations. Samples were analyzed for 
tetrachloroethylene (PCE), TCE, 1,1-DCE, cis-1,2-DCE, trans-1,2-DCE and vinyl chloride. Contaminants were 
detected only in indoor air samples collected from the structures located on site (sample locations VI-02, VI-04, 
VI-05, VI-08 and VI-14) (Tables 6 and 7). Indoor air samples collected from structures located off site but above 
the groundwater contamination did not detect any contaminants associated with the Site (Figure 3). 
 
During this FYR period, indoor air samples were again collected at businesses located on the site property as well 
as several businesses located above the shallow groundwater plume. Indoor air samples were collected in 
September 2015, July 2017, August 2018, and February and August 2019. Table 6 shows the sampling 
identifications, addresses and dates sampled.  
 
Table 6: Indoor Air Sampling Locations, 2010 to 2017 

Sample ID Sample Location Dates Sampled 
VI-01 1410 South Loop West 2010, 2015, 2017 
VI-02 1419 South Loop West 2010, 2015, 2017, 2018, 2019 
VI-03 1414 South Loop West 2010, 2015, 2017 
VI-04 1417 South Loop West 2010, 2018, 2019 
VI-05 1417B South Loop West 2010, 2015 
VI-06 2191 Mansard Street/Former Water 

Treatment Plant (Background) 
2010, 2015, 2018, 2019 

VI-07 Trip Blank 2010, 2015, 2017 
VI-08 1403 South Loop West 2010, 2015, 2017 
VI-08A 2191 Mansard Street/Former Water 

Treatment Plant (Background) 
2017 

VI-09 1377 South Loop West 2017 
VI-10 8273 Knight Road 2017 
VI-11 2032 Mansard Street 2017 
VI-12 2222 Mansard Street 2017 
VI-14 1415 South Loop West 2018, 2019 

 
Samples were analyzed for the same constituents as in 2010. The results were compared to regional screening 
levels (RSLs) and/or Texas Risk Reduction Program (TRRP) risk-based exposure levels (RBELs) for commercial 
indoor air. During this FYR period, PCE, 1,1-DCE, cis-1,2-DCE and trans-1,2-DCE were below detection limits 
and/or below RSLs/RBELs. Vinyl chloride was detected above the RSL/RBEL at VI-02, VI-04, VI-05 and VI-08, 
all of which are located on the site property. The maximum concentrations were mainly from 2015 with the 
exception of VI-02 (2017). In November 2018, TCE at VI-04 slightly exceeded the RBEL and was the same as 
the RSL (3 micrograms per cubic meter [μg/m3]). The business area associated with VI-02 has been unoccupied 
since July 2019. However, the business area associated with VI-04/VI-05 is currently occupied by an automobile 
insurance company. The business area associated with VI-08 is intermittently occupied due to issues with 
flooding. The business owners are notified of the sampling and provided with the results. Table 7 shows the 
maximum detected results for each COC and their respective RSL/RBELs. A complete set of sampling results for 
indoor air are provided in Appendix F (Tables F-1 through F-4). While the concentrations at some on-site 
locations have exceeded the screening levels, the calculated risk associated with these concentrations are within 
EPA’s acceptable risk range (see Question B in this FYR report). EPA will continue to monitor indoor air at the 
on-site buildings and any other buildings as necessary and take appropriate mitigation measures if needed. 
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Table 7: Maximum Detected Indoor Air Concentrations in On-Site Buildings, 2010 to 2019 
Sample ID PCE TCE 1,1-DCE trans-1,2-

DCE 
cis-1,2-DCE Vinyl 

Chloride 
RSL TRa 47 3 -- -- -- 2.8 
RSL HIb 180 8.8 880 -- -- 440 
RBELc 110 2.9 500 88 88 4.9 
VI-02 3.94d 1.39 0.40e 0.57e 29.1 58.7 (2017) 
VI-04 1.61 3.00 ND 0.24 23.2 39.0 (2015) 
VI-05 ND 2.80e ND 0.48 45d 74.8 (2015) 
VI-08 ND 0.32 ND ND 14.8 39.2f (2015) 
VI-14 ND 0.93 ND ND 0.56 1.16 J 
Notes: 
All results shown in μg/m3. 
J = reported value is estimated. 
ND = not detected. 
Bold = exceeds EPA RSL. 
Italics = exceeds TRRP RBEL. 
a. Target Risk (TR) under composite worker exposure scenario (accessed at 
https://semspub.epa.gov/work/HQ/199448.pdf on 11/11/2019). 
b. Noncancer hazard index (HI) under composite worker exposure scenario (accessed at 
https://semspub.epa.gov/work/HQ/199448.pdf on 11/11/2019). 
c. TRRP RBEL based on commercial exposure scenario, the lower of the carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic 
shown (accessed at https://www.tceq.texas.gov/assets/public/remediation/trrp/2018-PCL-Tables.pdf on 
11/11/2019). 
d. Listed result is the higher of the parent and duplicate sample result. 
e. Result was from a duplicate; parent sample was not detected above laboratory method detection limit. 
f. The 2010 and 2017 vinyl chloride results at VI-08 were not detected. 
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Figure 3: Indoor Air Sampling Locations 

 
Disclaimer: This map and any boundary lines within the map are approximate and subject to change. The map is not a survey. The map is for informational 
purposes only regarding EPA’s response actions at the Site. 
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Groundwater Monitoring 
In May 2017, EPA’s contractor gauged 19 monitoring wells in WBZ-1 and 28 monitoring wells in WBZ-2 to 
evaluate groundwater flow direction. Results were compared to historic gauging events in 2007, 2010 and 2011. 
 
In August 2018, EPA’s contractor gauged 96 wells and sampled 29 wells across all four zones. These wells are 
shown on Figure 4. The wells sampled in 2018 include: 

 WBZ-1: FGB-11, MW0301, MW0601, MW0701, MW0901, MW1101, MW-24 and SZE-4. 
 WBZ-2: MW-01, MW0202, MW0302, MW-04, MW0602, MW-07, MW1002, MW-11, MW-12, 

MW2002, MW2202, MW2402, MW2602, MW-30, MW-31 and MW3502. 
 WBZ-3: MW0303, MW1803 and MW2303. 
 WBZ-4: MW0604 and MW1804. 

 
The following wells could not be sampled due to obstruction, silting or the presence of emulsified vegetable oil: 

 MW0101, MW0102, MW0702, MW0703, MW0903, MW1001, MW1102, MW1104, MW1701, 
MW1702, MW1901, MW1902, MW1903, MW2001, MW2101, MW2201, MW2503, MW-26, MW2604, 
SE-4 and SZR-1. 

 
WBZ-1 
EPA’s contractor documented an east-northeast groundwater flow direction in WBZ-1 in 2017 and 2018. The 
potentiometric surface maps are provided in Appendix F, Figures F-1 and F-2. Prior to 2017, groundwater flow 
direction was documented to the north-northwest, south-southeast and east, indicating that groundwater flow has 
varied over time. EPA’s contractor has attributed the variation in groundwater flow direction to changes in 
pumping stress in the area due to major development to the northwest.  
 
The groundwater data collected in August 2018 indicated the continued exceedance of groundwater MCLs for 
TCE, cis-1,2-DCE and vinyl chloride. Exceedances of one or more performance values was observed at five 
wells, including FGB-1, MW0301, MW0601, MW0701 and MW0901. These wells were last sampled in 2011. 
The 2011 and 2018 concentrations are compared at each well with an exceedance in Table 8.  
Table 8: COC Concentrations at Select WBZ-1 Wells, 2011 and 2018 

Monitoring Well Date TCE cis-1,2-DCE Vinyl chloride 
Performance 

Value 5 70 2 

FGB-1a 2011 14,500 13,700 2,800 
2018 1,020 2,630 4,080 

MW0301 2011 <25 50,900 24,800 
2018 <10 129 9,970 

MW0601a,b 2011 565 96,900 28,100 
2018 390 J 30,700 J 9,220 

MW0701a 2011 9,150 13,300 745 
2018 1,550 J 4,070 J 414 J 

MW0901 2011 NS NS NS 
2018 <1 3.3 8.6 J 

Notes: 
All concentrations are reported in μg/L. 
J = estimated value. 
NS = not sampled. 
Bold = exceeds ROD performance value. 
Italics = detection limit exceeds ROD performance value. 

 
1 Well FGB-2 was listed as a sampled well in the 2018 Groundwater Monitoring Report. However, this well is not shown on 
the provided figures and no data were provided for this well in the report.  
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a. In 2018, this well was sampled via passive diffusion bag and then a second sample was collected 
via low flow sampling results. The higher of the two results is shown. 

b. The higher of the duplicate and parent sample results is shown. 
 
In general, concentrations in WBZ-1 have decreased over the last seven years in the wells sampled as part of the 
2018 event. However, they remain two to four orders of magnitude over the performance value at four of these 
wells. In addition, several wells that were above performance values for TCE in 2011 were not sampled in 2018 
due to obstruction, silting or the presence of emulsified vegetable oil. Exceedances were not observed in MW-24, 
which is upgradient of the source area, or in MW1101, which is downgradient of the source area. However, there 
is not a well located downgradient of MW0301, which has the highest concentrations of vinyl chloride (Figure 4). 
Wells located side gradient of the source area that had historically exceeded the TCE performance value could not 
be sampled. In order to ensure that shallow groundwater contamination is not migrating, a sampling event should 
be conducted that includes all remaining wells. Additional wells or sampling points may be needed east 
(downgradient) of MW0301 and the potential for vapor intrusion may need to be evaluated further in this area.  
 
WBZ-2 
EPA’s contractor documented a northwest groundwater flow direction in WBZ-2 in 2017 and 2018. This is 
consistent with flow direction observed in previous years. The potentiometric maps are provided in Appendix F, 
Figures F-3 and F-4.  
 
The groundwater contaminant concentrations in WBZ-2 are higher and the plume more extensive than the 
concentrations observed in WBZ-1. Eleven out of 16 wells exceeded the performance value for one or more 
COCs and every COC had at least one exceedance in wells sampled from WBZ-2. The highest concentrations of 
TCE are similar to or less than the 2011 results for the wells sampled, with the exception of MW-07, which shows 
a higher TCE concentration in 2018. However, some wells were not sampled in 2011. The highest concentrations 
of TCE, up to five orders of magnitude over the performance value, are in the immediate vicinity of the original 
source area. Concentrations of cis-1,2-DCE and vinyl chloride have increased in some wells. In some instances, 
such as MW-11 and MW-12, this increase may be attributed to the degradation of TCE and/or cis-1,2-DCE since 
the increase in a degradation product is observed as well as a decrease in the parent product. In other instances, 
such as MW-31 and MW-07, concentrations of TCE have only slightly decreased and/or increased. However, cis-
1,2-DCE and vinyl chloride have increased as much as an order of magnitude.  
 
Several wells with exceedances of the performance values are the furthest downgradient wells, including MW-01 
and MW-31 and there are not any wells located downgradient of these. In order to ensure that groundwater 
contamination is not moving off site, additional wells or sampling points may be needed north or west 
(downgradient) of MW-01 and MW-31.  
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Table 9: COC Concentrations at Select WBZ-2 Wells, 2011 and 2018 
Monitoring Well Date TCE cis-1,2-DCE Vinyl chloride 

Performance 
Value 5 70 2 

MW-01 2011 NS NS NS 
2018 1,950 5,420 119 

MW0202 2011 NS NS NS 
2018 51 294 575 

MW0302 2011 95 204,000 32,200 
2018 14.9 120 19,600 

MW-04a 2011 133,000 40,300 2,250 
2018 101,000 57,800 7,350 

MW0602 2011 NS NS NS 
2018 2,500 23,500 671 

MW-07a,b 2011 <25.0 1,330 48,100 
2018 120 80,500 J 89,200 J 

MW1002 2011 NS NS NS 
2018 88.8 J 1,860 242 

MW-11a 2011 221,000 270,000 730 
2018 189 J 173,000 119,000 

MW-12a,b 2011 78,600 186,000 7,200 
2018 1,110 J 117,000 J 74,500 

MW2202 2011 206 <0.5 <0.5 
2018 185 <1.0 <1.0 

MW-31a,c 2011 81,700 630 213 
2018 75,700 5,930 J 2,070 J 

Notes: 
All concentrations are reported in μg/L. 
J = estimated value. 
NS = not sampled. 
Bold = exceeds ROD performance value. 
Italics = detection limit exceeds ROD performance value. 
a. In 2018, this well was sampled via passive diffusion bag and then a second sample was collected 

via low flow sampling results. The higher of the two results is shown. 
b. The higher of the duplicate and parent sample results is shown. 
c. This well was not sampled in 2011. Results are shown for 2010 and 2018. 

 
WBZ-3 
Groundwater flow as measured in 2018 indicates a radial flow from the center located under Interstate 610 and 
then north-northeast in the northern portion of the Site. Previous groundwater flow directions were southeast or 
northwest in the northern portion of the Site and northeast in the southern portion of the Site. The potentiometric 
surface map for 2018 is provided in Appendix F, Figure F-5.  
 
EPA’s contractor sampled three WBZ-3 wells in 2018. TCE, cis-1,2-DCE and vinyl chloride were above 
respective performance values in two of the three wells (MW0303 and MW1803). Concentrations at the other 
well, MW2303, did not exceed the performance value for any COC. Concentrations have increased by up to two 
orders of magnitude in MW1803, which is the furthest downgradient well sampled. In order to ensure 
groundwater contamination is not moving off site, sampling should be conducted at MW1703, which is located 
downgradient of well MW1803, and additional wells installed if needed to delineate contamination to the north-
northeast in WBZ-3.  
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Table 10: Concentrations at Select WBZ-3 Wells, 2011 and 2018 
Monitoring Well Date TCE cis-1,2-DCE Vinyl chloride 

Performance 
Value 

5 70 2 

MW0303 2011 17,800 42,700 <20.0 
2018 8,800 43,900 J 347 

MW1803a,b 2011 19,600 40 <10.0 
2018 171,000 4,000 J 17.3 

Notes: 
All concentrations are reported in μg/L. 
J = estimated value. 
Bold = exceeds ROD performance value. 
Italics = detection limit exceeds ROD performance value. 
a. In 2018, this well was sampled via passive diffusion bag and then a second sample was collected 

via low flow sampling results. The higher of the two results is shown. 
b. The higher of the duplicate and parent sample results is shown. 

 
WBZ-4 
EPA’s contractor estimated groundwater flow direction in WBZ-4 to the west, which is consistent with historic 
groundwater flow direction. The potentiometric maps are provided in Appendix F, Figure F-5.  
 
Two wells, MW0604 and MW1804, were sampled in the 2018 sampling event. TCE concentrations exceeded 
respective performance values in both wells, and cis-1,2-DCE and vinyl chloride were above the performance 
value in MW0604. TCE concentrations as well as cis-1,2-DCE and vinyl chloride concentrations at MW0604 
have increased (Table 11). This well is located downgradient of the source area and no other downgradient wells 
were sampled in 2018. Any remaining wells downgradient of MW0604 should be sampled during the next 
sampling event if possible and additional wells installed if needed to delineate contamination in WBZ-4.  
 
Table 11: COC Concentrations at Select WBZ-4 Wells, 2011 and 2018 

Monitoring Well Date TCE cis-1,2-DCE Vinyl chloride 
Performance 

Value 
5 70 2 

MW1804 a,b 2011 NS NS NS 
2018 14.8 B 1.4B <1.0 

MW0604 2011 11,900 12.2 <10 
2018 13,100 1,250 125 

Notes: 
All concentrations are reported in μg/L. 
J = estimated value. 
B = analyte found in associated blank.  
NS = not sampled. 
Bold = exceeds ROD performance value. 
Italics = Detection limit exceeds ROD performance value. 
a. In 2018, this well was sampled via passive diffusion bag and then a second sample was collected 

via low flow sampling results. The higher of the two results is shown. 
b. The higher of the duplicate and parent sample results is shown. 

 
Hurricane Harvey Groundwater Sampling 
On September 9, 2017, groundwater was collected and analyzed for volatile organic compounds to evaluate the 
potential effects from Hurricane Harvey. The compounds TCE, cis‐1,2‐DCE, and vinyl chloride were detected at 
locations and concentrations consistent with historical (pre‐Hurricane Harvey) sample data. 
 



32 
 

Figure 4: Injection Areas and Groundwater Monitoring Locations 

 
Disclaimer: This map and any boundary lines within the map are approximate and subject to change. The map is not a survey. The map is for informational 
purposes only regarding EPA’s response actions at the Site. 
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Site Inspection 
The site inspection took place on 11/7/2019. Participants included EPA RPM Bret Kendrick, Kenan Nerad of 
TCEQ, and Alison Cattani and Treat Suomi from EPA FYR support contractor Skeo. The purpose of the 
inspection was to assess the protectiveness of the remedy. Site inspection participants observed the area of the 
Site where contaminated soil was removed. This area is currently vacant with well-maintained grass. Signage was 
present indicating the property is available for development. Participants then observed buildings located on site 
where ongoing air monitoring is conducted. Groundwater monitoring wells located on site and off site were 
observed. Some wells were damaged or in poor condition. EPA subsequently plugged, repaired or redeveloped 
groundwater wells during a field event conducted from November 2019 through February 2020.  
 
The site inspection checklist and photos are included in Appendix D and Appendix E, respectively. 
 
V. TECHNICAL ASSESSMENT 
 
QUESTION A:  Is the remedy functioning as intended by the decision documents? 
 
The OU1 remedy is functioning as intended by the 1992 ROD Amendment. PCB-contaminated soil was removed 
and disposed of off-site at a TSCA landfill. The cleanup standard, 25 mg/kg, was based on the commercial worker 
exposure scenario, which remains appropriate for the Site. The current use is a mix of vacant land and commercial 
businesses. A 1993 restrictive covenant is currently in place for the site parcels restricting residential land use. 
 
The OU2 remedy may not be functioning as intended by the decision documents, but the status of the OU2 
remedy is not possible to determine without additional sampling data. The 2004 ROD Amendment specified in 
situ bioremediation for the source area and DNAPL and MNA for the dissolved groundwater plumes. The COC 
concentrations within the source area decreased between 2011 and 2018, but concentrations remain one to five 
orders of magnitude over the performance values in WBZ-1 through 4. It appears MNA is occurring in some areas 
based on the decrease in concentration and presence of breakdown products; however exceedances of the 2004 
ROD Amendment performance values are also prevalent in the plume areas that extend out from the source area 
and based on the current understanding of groundwater flow direction and the functional network of monitoring 
wells, may not be fully delineated in WBZ-1 through 4. For example, no monitoring wells are located 
downgradient of WBZ-1 well MW0301 which has vinyl chloride concentrations close to 10,000 μg/L. 
 
Approximately 49 wells were damaged or plugged and unable to be sampled. Several other wells were no longer 
needed. From November 2019 through February 2020, EPA plugged and abandoned 64 wells, repaired 12 wells 
and redeveloped 16 wells. A sitewide monitoring event is currently in progress at the Site. Based on the results of 
this monitoring event, EPA will evaluate if the current monitoring network is sufficient to fully delineate the 
existing plume areas in all impacted WBZs. There is also not an O&M and sampling and analysis plan in place. 
An O&M and sampling and analysis plan should also be developed and implemented for maintenance of the 
monitoring well network, monitoring of institutional controls and to establish regular sampling events. Regular 
sampling events will allow EPA to evaluate the effectiveness of the remedy in addressing the groundwater 
contamination in OU2. 
 
The 2004 ROD Amendment called for institutional controls for residential land use over the groundwater plume 
and use of contaminated groundwater. Restrictive covenants are in place for the site property prohibiting 
groundwater use and residential land use, but institutional controls have not been implemented for parcels that 
overlie the shallow groundwater contamination that has migrated from the source area. TCEQ conducted a well 
survey in 2017. Based on the results, there does not appear to be a current or potential exposure to the 
contaminated groundwater plume through ingestion of contaminated groundwater. The status of some of the wells 
within 0.25 miles of the Site are unknown, including a domestic well north of the Site and an industrial well east 
of the Site. These wells may no longer be operable. In order to ensure long-term protectiveness, EPA will 
determine if unused private wells in the area can be located and abandoned and institutional controls implemented 
for the area above the groundwater plume. The shallow groundwater contamination has migrated and its 
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boundaries are unknown at this time so it is unknown whether the remedy as it relates to vapor intrusion is 
operating as intended.      
 
 
 
QUESTION B:  Are the exposure assumptions, toxicity data, cleanup levels and RAOs used at the time of the 
remedy selection still valid? 
 
The exposure assumptions, cleanup levels and RAOs used at the time of the remedy are still valid.  
 
The current RSL for PCBs in soil under a commercial worker scenario is 0.94 mg/kg, which is less than the 
cleanup standard of 25 mg/kg.2 The associated risk of the cleanup standard is 3 x 10-5, which is within EPA’s 
acceptable cancer risk range of 1 x 10-6 to 1 x 10-4 and therefore remains protective under the commercial-use 
scenario. 
 
The 2004 ROD Amendment groundwater performance values are based on the EPA MCLs. These MCLs have not 
changed since the 2004 ROD Amendment was issued and remain valid.3 While the groundwater performance 
values remain valid, there are several detected groundwater analytes that exceed MCLs in the current groundwater 
plume, including PCE and trans-1,2-DCE, that were not addressed in the 2004 ROD Amendment. EPA will 
determine if it is necessary to add these COCs as part of an updated remedy and add performance standards for 
them in a decision document, if appropriate. 
 
The exposure assumptions used at the time of the remedy selection are currently being assessed for their validity 
related to the vapor intrusion pathway. While vapor intrusion was evaluated in the 2004 ROD Amendment, the 
risk was associated mainly with potential future residential use above the groundwater plume. Currently, several 
businesses are located above the plume. Additionally, as described below, plume delimitation near a nearby 
residential apartment complex is inadequate and the potential for current vapor intrusion is unknown. At the 
recommendation of the 2015 FYR Report, indoor air sampling was conducted at various commercial properties 
located above the groundwater contamination plume. Results were compared to the indoor air RSLs and TRRP 
RBELs for worker exposures. Vinyl chloride was detected above the RSL/RBEL at VI-02, VI-04, VI-05 and VI-
08, all of which are located on the site property. The business area associated with VI-02 has been unoccupied 
since July 2019. However, the business area associated with VI-04/VI-05 is currently occupied. All of the 
business/property owners are notified of the sampling and provided with the results. In order to assess the risk to 
human health, the maximum detected concentrations for each contaminant were evaluated using a screening level 
risk assessment based on the current EPA RSLs for a composite worker for indoor air. The results, shown in 
Table G-1 in Appendix G, indicate that all contaminant risk as well as the cumulative risk are less than or within 
EPA’s acceptable cancer risk range and below the noncancer HQ of 1. EPA will continue to monitor the indoor 
air on site.  
 
During the groundwater monitoring event conducted in 2018, groundwater in WBZ-1 was observed flowing in an 
east-northeast direction. Vinyl chloride concentrations at downgradient well, MW0301, remain above the 
performance value and there are no other sampling points further east. Directly east of MW0301 is a residential 
apartment complex. EPA has requested access for indoor air sampling, but access has been denied. Utilizing 
EPA’s Vapor Intrusion Screening Level (VISL) calculator and the 2018 vinyl chloride concentration in 
groundwater, this FYR calculated the predicted indoor air concentration and associated cancer and non-cancer 
risk (Table G-2 in Appendix G). The cancer risk was outside the EPA recommended cancer risk range of 1 x 10-6 
to 1 x 10-4 and above the non-cancer hazard quotient of 1 based on residential use. While the VISL is 
conservative, the model indicates the potential for vapor intrusion in the residential apartment building located 
east of the Site. Located immediately south of MW0301 and just upgradient of the residential apartment building 

 
2 The RSL is for PCBs (high risk). 
3 Current MCLs are located here: https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2016-06/documents/npwdr_complete_table.pdf 
(accessed on 01/27/2020) 
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is a religious center that was accessed for indoor air sampling in 2017. Site-related contaminants were not 
detected (VI-12, Table F-1 in Appendix F). Based on the results from VI-12, it is unlikely that vapor intrusion is 
occurring at the residential apartment buildings. However, because the plume is not delineated in this area, the 
risk is unknown. EPA should utilize multiple lines of evidence to assess whether vapor intrusion is a concern at 
the residential apartment buildings or other areas east of the Site. 
 
The OU1 remedy met the RAO of removing contaminated soil from the Site. The OU2 RAOs have not been met. 
The aquifer zones beneath the Site remain well above cleanup standards 10 years after the in-situ bioremediation 
was conducted. More data should be collected to determine if the dissolved plume is migrating and if there are 
remaining source areas outside the previous treatment areas causing some wells to exhibit an increase in TCE. 
Groundwater is not currently in use in the area of the Site. However, there are no institutional controls in place to 
prevent its use. To prevent the use of groundwater EPA has entered into an agreement for a restrictive covenant to 
be filed on the Site property.   
 
QUESTION C:  Has any other information come to light that could call into question the protectiveness of the 
remedy? 
 
No other information has come to light that could call into question the protectiveness of the remedy.  
 

 
VI. ISSUES/RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

Issues/Recommendations 

OU(s) without Issues/Recommendations Identified in the FYR: 

 OU 1 
 

Issues and Recommendations Identified in the FYR: 
 

OU(s): 2 Issue Category: Remedy Performance 

Issue: In August 2018, a sitewide groundwater sampling event was conducted in water 
bearing zones (WBZs) 1 through 4, but many wells were not included due to silting and 
plugging issues. In November 2019 through February 2020, several monitoring wells 
were abandoned, while others were repaired. Additionally, the plume is not delineated in 
several WBZs, including WBZ-1. Since the plume is not delineated in WBZ-1, the 
potential for vapor intrusion downgradient of the source area is unknown. 

Recommendation: Evaluate if the current monitoring network is sufficient to fully 
delineate the existing plume areas in all impacted WBZs both vertically and horizontally, 
install wells as needed and reevaluate areas for vapor intrusion evaluation.  

Affect Current 
Protectiveness 

Affect Future 
Protectiveness 

Party 
Responsible 

Oversight 
Party/Support 

Agency 

Milestone Date 

Yes Yes EPA EPA 9/30/2022 
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OU(s): 2 Issue Category: Remedy Performance 

Issue: The COC concentrations within the source area are decreasing, but concentrations 
remain one to five orders of magnitude over the performance values in WBZ-1 through 4. 
Exceedances of the 2004 ROD Amendment performance values are also prevalent in the 
plume areas that extend out from the source area.  

Recommendation: Determine if the current remedy is operating as intended. 

Affect Current 
Protectiveness 

Affect Future 
Protectiveness 

Party 
Responsible 

Oversight 
Party/Support 

Agency 

Milestone Date 

No Yes EPA EPA 9/30/2023 
 

 

OU(s): 2 Issue Category: Institutional Controls 

Issue: The 2004 ROD Amendment called for institutional controls to prevent exposure to 
contaminated groundwater as long as contaminants remain above the drinking water 
standards, and to prevent residential land use over areas of groundwater contamination 
until appropriate measures are implemented to remediate the risk from vapor intrusion 
into residences. Restrictive covenants are in place in several of the site parcels, but 
institutional controls have not been implemented for parcels that overlie the shallow 
groundwater contamination that has migrated from the source area. In addition, the status 
some private wells within 0.25 miles of the Site are unknown including a domestic well 
north of the Site and an industrial well east of the Site. These wells may no longer be 
operable. 

Recommendation: Determine the existence and status of private wells in the area, 
determine if they are impacted and implement institutional controls for the areas above the 
groundwater plume.  

Affect Current 
Protectiveness 

Affect Future 
Protectiveness 

Party 
Responsible 

Oversight 
Party/Support 

Agency 

Milestone Date 

No Yes EPA EPA 9/30/2021 
 
 
 

OU(s): 2 Issue Category: Remedy Performance 

Issue: Vinyl chloride concentrations at downgradient well, MW0301, remain well above 
the performance value and there are no other sampling points further east. Directly east of 
MW0301 is a residential apartment complex. EPA has requested access for indoor air 
sampling, but access has been denied. EPA’s VISL calculator indicates the potential for 
vapor intrusion in the residential apartment building located east of the Site. 
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Recommendation: Utilize multiple lines of evidence to assess whether vapor intrusion 
is a concern at the residential apartment buildings or other areas east of the Site. 

Affect Current 
Protectiveness 

Affect Future 
Protectiveness 

Party 
Responsible 

Oversight 
Party/Support 

Agency 

Milestone Date 

Yes Yes EPA EPA 9/30/2021 
 

OU(s): 2 Operations and Maintenance 

Issue: O&M is not occurring at the Site to maintain the monitoring well network and 
ensure effectiveness of institutional controls and there is no sampling and analysis plan. 
Recommendation: An O&M and sampling and analysis plan should be implemented for 
maintenance of the monitoring network, monitoring of institutional controls and to 
establish regular sampling events. Regular sampling events will allow EPA to evaluate the 
long-term effectiveness of the remedy in addressing the groundwater contamination. 

Affect Current 
Protectiveness 

Affect Future 
Protectiveness 

Party 
Responsible 

Oversight 
Party/Support 

Agency 

Milestone Date 

Yes Yes EPA EPA 9/30/2022 
 
OTHER FINDINGS 
 
An additional recommendation was identified during the FYR. This recommendation does not affect current 
and/or future protectiveness. 

 Reestablish the Site’s information repository.  
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VII. PROTECTIVENESS STATEMENT 
 

Protectiveness Statement(s) 

Operable Unit: 
1 

Protectiveness Determination: 
Protective  

Protectiveness Statement: 
The remedy at OU1 currently protects human health and the environment because contaminated soil has been 
removed and disposed of off-site. OU1 was cleaned up to industrial standards and is currently zoned industrial. A 
restrictive covenant is in place that prohibits residential use based on risks from vapor intrusion. 

 

Protectiveness Statement(s) 

Operable Unit: 
2 

Protectiveness Determination: 
Protectiveness Deferred 

Planned Addendum 
Completion Date: 
9/30/2022 

Protectiveness Statement: 
A protectiveness determination of the remedy at OU2 cannot be made at this time until further information is 
obtained. Further information will be obtained by taking the following actions: delineate the plume and reevaluate 
areas for vapor intrusion and utilize multiple lines of evidence to assess whether vapor intrusion is a concern at the 
residential apartment buildings or other areas east of the Site. Additionally, in order for the remedy to be protective 
in the long term, the following actions need to be taken: 

 Determine if unused private wells in the area can be located and abandoned and implement institutional 
controls for the area above the groundwater plume; and 

 Implement an O&M and sampling and analysis plan which will allow for the maintenance of the 
monitoring well network, monitoring of institutional controls and to establish regular sampling events. 
Regular sampling events will delineate the extent of the plume and allow for the continued evaluation of 
the effectiveness of the remedy in addressing the groundwater contamination. 

 

Sitewide Protectiveness Statement 

Protectiveness Determination: 
Protectiveness Deferred 

 Planned Addendum 
Completion Date: 
9/30/2022 

Protectiveness Statement: 
A protectiveness determination for the site cannot be made at this time until further information is obtained for 
OU2. Further information will be obtained by taking the following actions related to OU2: delineate the plume and 
reevaluate areas for vapor intrusion. 
 
In order the ensure long term protectiveness, the following actions are needed: 
 
For OU2: 

 Determine if unused private wells in the area can be located and abandoned and implement institutional 
controls for the area above the groundwater plume; and  

 Implement an O&M and sampling and analysis plan which will allow for the maintenance of the 
monitoring well network, monitoring of institutional controls and to establish regular sampling events. 
Regular sampling events will allow for the continued evaluation of the effectiveness of the remedy in 
addressing the groundwater contamination. 
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VIII. NEXT REVIEW 
 
The next FYR Report for the Sol Lynn/Industrial Transformers Superfund site is required five years from the 
completion date of this review. 
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APPENDIX B – SITE CHRONOLOGY 

 

Table B-1: Site Chronology 
 

Event Date 
The city of Houston Water Pollution Control Division conducted an 
investigation  

September 21, 1971 

TWC conducted an inspection January 13, 1980 
TWC and city of Houston Department of Health identified about 75 
drums labelled TCE but empty and punctured and scattered on the Site 

September 14, 1981 

EPA issued the RI/FS for OU1 February 22, 1988 
EPA issued the OU1 ROD March 25, 1988 
EPA issued the OU2 RI Report July 21, 1988 
EPA issued the OU2 ROD September 23, 1988 
EPA placed the Site on the NPL May 1, 1989 
EPA entered into a Consent Decree with Gulf States Utilities to clean up 
PCB-contaminated soils at OU1 

March 8, 1990 

EPA amended the OU1 ROD September 16, 1992 
Construction of the OU1 remedy completed April 1993 
EPA commenced groundwater remediation  October 8, 1993 
The groundwater system was modified to pump from a third WBZ in 
between the uppermost and intermediate WBZs 

October 12, 1994 

EPA conducted investigations to further define the contaminated plume 
north of Interstate 610 

March 1998 

EPA signed Site’s first FYR Report November 23, 1999 
EPA shut down the groundwater treatment system 2000 
EPA issued the Supplemental RI Report for OU2 December 23, 2002 
EPA issued the supplemental Feasibility Study (FS) Report for OU2 October 17, 2003 
EPA issued an AROD for OU2 September 30, 2004 
EPA signed Site’s second FYR Report December 9, 2004 
EA Engineering, Science, and Technology performed a supplemental 
remedial design 

November 2007 

Approximately 1,500 cubic yards of soil were excavated and transported 
to the Houston Products Processing Corporation recycling facility in 
Houston, Texas  

March 2009 

EPA signed Site’s third FYR Report December 9, 2009 
EPA demolished and recycled the former water treatment plant, 
conducted site cleanup, and removed debris 

February 2010 

EPA conducted indoor air sampling August 2010 
EPA issued Site’s Final Remedial Action Report January 2012 
EPA conducted indoor air sampling September 2015 
EPA signed Site’s fourth FYR Report September 30, 2015 
EPA conducted indoor air sampling July 2017 
EPA conducted indoor air sampling August 2018 
EPA conducted indoor air sampling February 2019 
EPA conducted indoor air sampling August 2019 
EPA performed maintenance on site groundwater monitoring wells and 
some wells were abandoned and plugged 

 November 2019 through February 
2020 
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APPENDIX C – PRESS NOTICE 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 

... ..,..,.........,, ·-··· ...... ........... U.S. Ii.,. 111W I\ I II 11 .n,w,, ...... I 
~2111 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 6 (EPA) will be conductilll the fifth five-year review 
of remedy Implementation and performance at the Sol Lynn/Industrial Transfonners Supertund site 
(Site) in Houston, Texas. An electrical transformer salvage and recydilll company operated on site from 
1965 to 1975. A chemical recycling and supply company operated at the Site from 1979 to 1980. The 
Site covers 0.75 acres. Two buildings and a loadinR area .-e located on the northern part of the Site. 
Much of its southern portion Is paved. Nearby lancf uses include comme,cial, light industrial and 
residential areas. 
Ttie Site's long-term remedy included excavation and treatment of polydllorinaled biphenyl (PCS)· 
contaminated soil, and extraction and treatment of contaminated groundwater. EPA later updated the 
remedy. EPA changed the soil treatment technology to excavation and off-site disposal EPA also 
changed the groundwater remedy to in-situ bioremecbtlon and monitored natural attenuation and 
institutional controls to prevent exposure to contaminated groundwater and to restrict residential land 
use. The fave-year review wiN determine if the remedies are still protectw, of human health and the 
environment The five-year review is scheduled for completion in September 2020. The report will be made available to the public at tile followine local information repository: 

Houston Central Library. Texas & Local History Division 500 McKinney Street Houston. Texas 77002 
(832) 393-1313 

Site status updates are available on the Internet at -w.epa.gov/superfu~ 
All media inquiries should be directed to the EPA Press Office at (214) 665-2200 

. 
For more information about the Site, contact 

Bret Kendrick/Remedial Project Ma (214) 665-2240 nager or I-800-533-3508 (toll-free) « by email at kendrick.liret@epa.gov Ed Mekeel/Conwrullty Involvement Coordlnat« (214) 665-2252 or 1-800-533-3508 (toll-free) · or by email at mekeel.edwardOepil.goy 

I IFY0UTI-IINK LEGALNOTlCES I ARE PAINFUL. WArrUNTIL Y0U PLACE ONE IN THE 
WRONG PAPER. 

Email~ or call 713.224 6868 
HOUSTO ... RONICLE 

HoustonChronide.com 
828 I Monday, October 28, 2019 I TEXAS INC. I Texaslnc.com 

• • 
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APPENDIX D – SITE INSPECTION CHECKLIST 
 

FIVE-YEAR REVIEW SITE INSPECTION CHECKLIST 
 

I.  SITE INFORMATION 
 

Site Name: Sol Lynn/Industrial Transformers Date of Inspection: 11/07/2019 

Location and Region: Houston, TX 6 EPA ID: TXD980873327 
Agency, Office or Company Leading the Five-Year 
Review: EPA Weather/Temperature: 70s, cloudy 

Remedy Includes:  (Check all that apply) 
 Landfill cover/containment    Monitored natural attenuation 
 Access controls     Groundwater containment 
 Institutional controls       Vertical barrier walls 
 Groundwater pump and treatment 
 Surface water collection and treatment 
 Other: Contaminated soil was excavated and disposed of off site per the 1992 AROD. Groundwater 

pumping and treatment was replaced with in situ bioremediation in the 2004 OU2 AROD. 

Attachments:  Inspection team roster attached   Site map attached 

II.  INTERVIEWS  (check all that apply) 
1.  O&M Site Manager          

Name 
      
Title 

      
Date 

Interviewed   at site   at office   by phone    Phone:        
Problems, suggestions  Report attached:       

2.  O&M Staff                           
Name 

      
Title 

      
Date 

 Interviewed   at site   at office   by phone    Phone:        
 Problems/suggestions  Report attached:       

3. Local Regulatory Authorities and Response Agencies (i.e., state and tribal offices, emergency 
response office, police department, office of public health or environmental health, zoning office, 
recorder of deeds, or other city and county offices). Fill in all that apply. 

 
Agency TCEQ 
Contact Kenan Nerad 

Name 
Project 
Manager 
Title 

      
Date 

713-767-3573 
Phone No. 

Problems/suggestions  Report attached:       
 
Agency       
Contact      Name       

Title 
      
Date 

      
Phone No. 

Problems/suggestions  Report attached:       
 
Agency       
Contact       

Name 
      
Title 

      
Date 

       
Phone No. 

Problems/suggestions  Report attached:       
 
Agency       
Contact       

Name 
      
Title 

      
Date 

      
Phone No. 

Problems/suggestions  Report attached:       
 

□ 181 
□ □ 
181 □ 
181 
□ 
181 

□ □ 

- - -

□ □ □ -

□ -

- - -

□ □ □ -

□ 

-
- -

□ -

-
- - - -

□ -

-
- - - -

□ -

-
- - - -

□ -
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Agency       
Contact       

Name 
      
Title 

      
Date 

      
Phone No. 

Problems/suggestions  Report attached:       
 

4. Other Interviews (optional)   Report attached:       

      

Business Owner #1 
Business Owner #2 

III.  ON-SITE DOCUMENTS AND RECORDS VERIFIED  (check all that apply) 

1. O&M Documents 

 O&M manual   Readily available  Up to date  N/A 

 As-built drawings  Readily available  Up to date  N/A 

 Maintenance logs  Readily available  Up to date  N/A 

Remarks:       
 

2. Site-Specific Health and Safety Plan  Readily available      Up to date      N/A 

 Contingency plan/emergency response plan
  

 Readily available  Up to date  N/A 

Remarks:       
 

3. O&M and OSHA Training Records  Readily available      Up to date      N/A 

Remarks:       
 

4. Permits and Service Agreements 

 Air discharge permit   Readily available  Up to date  N/A 

 Effluent discharge  Readily available  Up to date  N/A 

 Waste disposal, POTW  Readily available  Up to date  N/A 

 Other permits:        Readily available  Up to date  N/A 

Remarks:       
 

5. Gas Generation Records  Readily available      Up to date      N/A 

Remarks:       
 

6. Settlement Monument Records  Readily available      Up to date      N/A 

Remarks:       
 

7. Groundwater Monitoring Records   Readily available     Up to date      N/A 

Remarks:       
 

8. Leachate Extraction Records  Readily available      Up to date      N/A 

Remarks:       
 

9. Discharge Compliance Records  

 Air   Readily available  Up to date  N/A 

 Water (effluent)  Readily available  Up to date  N/A 

Remarks:       
 

-
- - - -

□ 
□ -

□ □ □ igJ 

□ □ □ igJ 

□ □ □ igJ 

-

□ □ igJ 

□ □ □ igJ 

-

□ □ igJ 

-

□ □ □ igJ 

□ □ □ igJ 

□ □ □ igJ 

□ - □ □ igJ 

-

□ □ igJ 

-

□ □ igJ 

-

igJ igJ □ 
-

□ □ igJ 

-

□ □ □ igJ 

□ □ □ igJ 

-
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10. Daily Access/Security Logs  Readily available      Up to date      N/A 

Remarks:       
 

IV.  O&M COSTS 

1. O&M Organization 

 State in-house  Contractor for state 

 PRP in-house  Contractor for PRP 

 Federal facility in-house  Contractor for Federal facility 

 No ongoing O&M activities. EPA conducts air monitoring and EPA contractor conducts 
groundwater monitoring. 

 

2. O&M Cost Records  

 Readily available  Up to date 

 Funding mechanism/agreement in place         Unavailable 

Original O&M cost estimate:         Breakdown attached 

Total annual cost by year for review period if available 

From:       
                          Date 

To:       
       Date 

      
Total cost 

 Breakdown attached 

From:       
                          Date 

To:       
       Date 

      
Total cost 

 Breakdown attached 

From:       
                          Date 

To:       
       Date 

      
Total cost 

 Breakdown attached 

From:       
                          Date 

To:       
       Date 

      
Total cost 

 Breakdown attached 

From:       
                         Date 

To:       
        Date 

      
Total cost 

 Breakdown attached 

 

3. Unanticipated or Unusually High O&M Costs during Review Period 
 Describe costs and reasons:        

V.  ACCESS AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS    Applicable    N/A 

A.  Fencing 

1. Fencing Damaged  Location shown on site map       Gates secured       N/A 

 Remarks:       

B.  Other Access Restrictions 

1. Signs and Other Security Measures   Location shown on site map  N/A 

 Remarks:       

C.  Institutional Controls (ICs) 

□ □ ~ 

-

□ □ 
□ □ 
□ □ 
~ 

□ □ 
□ □ 

-□ 

- - - □ 

- - - □ 

- - - □ 

- - - □ 

- - - □ 

-

~ □ 

□ □ ~ 

-

□ ~ 

-
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1. Implementation and Enforcement 
Site conditions imply ICs not properly implemented    Yes      No  N/A 

Site conditions imply ICs not being fully enforced    Yes      No  N/A 

Type of monitoring (e.g., self-reporting, drive by): Self-reporting 
Frequency: During monitoring events 
Responsible party/agency: EPA 

Contact                         

 Name Title Date Phone no. 

Reporting is up to date  Yes  No N/A 

Reports are verified by the lead agency  Yes  No  N/A 

Specific requirements in deed or decision documents have been met  Yes  No  N/A 

Violations have been reported  Yes  No  N/A 

Other problems or suggestions:   Report attached 

 
 

2. Adequacy  ICs are adequate   ICs are inadequate   N/A 

Remarks: Some institutional controls such as off-site groundwater institutional controls have not been 
implemented. 

D.  General 

1. Vandalism/Trespassing  Location shown on site map   No vandalism evident 

Remarks:       

2. Land Use Changes On Site   N/A 

emarks:       

3. Land Use Changes Off Site   N/A 

Remarks:       

VI.  GENERAL SITE CONDITIONS 

A.  Roads      Applicable     N/A 

1. Roads Damaged   Location shown on site map  Roads adequate  N/A 

Remarks:       

B.  Other Site Conditions 

Remarks:       

VII.  LANDFILL COVERS      Applicable    N/A 

A.  Landfill Surface 

1. Settlement (low spots)  Location shown on site map  Settlement not evident 

Area extent:       Depth:       

Remarks:       
 

2. Cracks  Location shown on site map  Cracking not evident 

Lengths:       Widths:       Depths:       

Remarks:       
 

□ 181 □ 
□ 181 □ 

-

- - - -

□ □ 181 

□ □ 181 

□ 181 □ 
□ □ 181 

□ 

□ 181 □ 

□ 181 
-

181 
-

181 
-

181 □ 
□ 181 □ 

-

-

□ 181 

□ □ 
- -

-

□ □ 
- - -

-
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3. Erosion  Location shown on site map  Erosion not evident 

Area extent:       Depth:       

Remarks:       
 

4. Holes  Location shown on site map  Holes not evident 

Area extent:       Depth:       

Remarks:       
 

5. Vegetative Cover  Grass  Cover properly established 

 No signs of stress  Trees/shrubs (indicate size and locations on a diagram) 

Remarks:       
 

6. Alternative Cover (e.g., armored rock, concrete)  N/A 

Remarks:       
 

7. Bulges  Location shown on site map  Bulges not evident 

Area extent:       Height:       

Remarks:       
 

8. Wet Areas/Water Damage
  

 Wet areas/water damage not evident 

 Wet areas  Location shown on site map Area extent:       

 Ponding  Location shown on site map Area extent:       

 Seeps  Location shown on site map Area extent:       

 Soft subgrade  Location shown on site map Area extent:       

Remarks:       
 

9. Slope Instability  Slides  Location shown on site map 

 No evidence of slope instability 

Area extent:       

Remarks:       
 

B.  Benches   Applicable  N/A 

(Horizontally constructed mounds of earth placed across a steep landfill side slope to interrupt the slope in 
order to slow down the velocity of surface runoff and intercept and convey the runoff to a lined channel.) 

1. Flows Bypass Bench  Location shown on site map  N/A or okay 

Remarks:       
 

2. Bench Breached  Location shown on site map  N/A or okay 

Remarks:       
 

3. Bench Overtopped  Location shown on site map  N/A or okay 

Remarks:       
 

C.  Letdown Channels   Applicable  N/A 

(Channel lined with erosion control mats, riprap, grout bags or gabions that descend down the steep side 
slope of the cover and will allow the runoff water collected by the benches to move off of the landfill 
cover without creating erosion gullies.) 

□ □ 
- -

-

□ □ 
- -

-

□ □ 
□ □ 

-

□ 
-

□ □ 
- -

-

□ 

□ □ -

□ □ -

□ □ -

□ □ -

-

□ □ 
□ 

-

-

□ □ 

□ □ 
-

□ □ 
-

□ □ 
-

□ □ 
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1. Settlement (Low spots)  Location shown on site map  No evidence of settlement 

Area extent:       Depth:       

Remarks:       
 

2. Material Degradation  Location shown on site map  No evidence of degradation 

Material type:       Area extent:       

Remarks:       
 

3. Erosion  Location shown on site map  No evidence of erosion 

Area extent:       Depth:       

Remarks:       
 

4. Undercutting  Location shown on site map  No evidence of undercutting 

Area extent:       Depth:       

Remarks:       
 

5. Obstructions Type:        No obstructions 

 Location shown on site map Area extent:       

Size:       

Remarks:       
 

6. Excessive Vegetative Growth Type:       

 No evidence of excessive growth 

 Vegetation in channels does not obstruct flow 
 Location shown on site map Area extent:       

Remarks:       
 

D.  Cover Penetrations   Applicable  N/A 

1. Gas Vents  Active  Passive 

 Properly secured/locked  Functioning  Routinely sampled  Good condition 

 Evidence of leakage at penetration  Needs maintenance  N/A 

Remarks:       
 

2. Gas Monitoring Probes 

 Properly secured/locked  Functioning  Routinely sampled  Good condition 

 Evidence of leakage at penetration  Needs maintenance  N/A 

Remarks:       
 

3. Monitoring Wells (within surface area of landfill) 

 Properly secured/locked  Functioning  Routinely sampled  Good condition 

 Evidence of leakage at penetration  Needs maintenance  N/A 

Remarks:       
 

4. Extraction Wells Leachate  

 Properly secured/locked  Functioning  Routinely sampled  Good condition 

□ □ 
- -

-

□ □ 
- -

-

□ □ 
- -

-

□ □ 
- -

-

- □ 
□ -

-

-

-

□ 
□ 
□ -

-

□ □ 
□ □ 

□ □ □ □ 
□ □ □ 

-

□ □ □ □ 
□ □ □ 

-

□ □ □ □ 
□ □ □ 

-

□ □ □ □ 
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 Evidence of leakage at penetration  Needs maintenance  N/A 

Remarks:       
 

5. Settlement Monuments  Located  Routinely surveyed  N/A 

Remarks:       
 

E.  Gas Collection and Treatment               Applicable    N/A 

1. Gas Treatment Facilities 

 Flaring  Thermal destruction  Collection for reuse 

 Good condition  Needs maintenance 

Remarks:       
 

2. Gas Collection Wells, Manifolds and Piping 

 Good condition  Needs maintenance 

Remarks:       
 

3. Gas Monitoring Facilities (e.g., gas monitoring of adjacent homes or buildings) 

 Good condition  Needs maintenance  N/A 

Remarks:       
 

F.  Cover Drainage Layer   Applicable  N/A 

1. Outlet Pipes Inspected  Functioning  N/A 

Remarks:       
 

2. Outlet Rock Inspected  Functioning  N/A 

Remarks:       
 

G.  Detention/Sedimentation Ponds  Applicable   N/A 

1. Siltation Area extent:       Depth:        N/A 

 Siltation not evident 

Remarks:       
 

2. Erosion Area extent:       Depth:       

 Erosion not evident 

Remarks:       
 

3. Outlet Works  Functioning  N/A 

Remarks:       
 

4. Dam  Functioning  N/A 

Remarks:       
 

H.  Retaining Walls   Applicable  N/A 

1. Deformations  Location shown on site map  Deformation not evident 

Horizontal displacement:       Vertical displacement:       

Rotational displacement:       

Remarks:       
 

□ □ □ 
-

□ □ □ 
-

□ □ 

□ □ □ 
□ □ 

-

□ □ 
-

□ □ □ 
-

□ □ 
□ □ 

-

□ □ 
-

□ □ 
- - □ 

□ 
-

- -

□ 
-

□ □ 
-

□ □ 
-

□ □ 
□ □ 

- -

-

-
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2. Degradation  Location shown on site map  Degradation not evident 

Remarks:       
 

I.  Perimeter Ditches/Off-Site Discharge   Applicable  N/A 

1. Siltation  Location shown on site map  Siltation not evident 

Area extent:       Depth:       

Remarks:       
 

2. Vegetative Growth  Location shown on site map  N/A 

 Vegetation does not impede flow 

Area extent:       Type:       

Remarks:       
 

3. Erosion  Location shown on site map  Erosion not evident 

Area extent:       Depth:       

Remarks:       
 

4. Discharge Structure  Functioning  N/A 

Remarks:       
 

VIII.  VERTICAL BARRIER WALLS         Applicable     N/A 

1. Settlement  Location shown on site map  Settlement not evident 

Area extent:       Depth:       

Remarks:       
 

2. Performance Monitoring Type of monitoring:       

 Performance not monitored 

Frequency:        Evidence of breaching 

Head differential:       

Remarks:       
 

IX.  GROUNDWATER/SURFACE WATER REMEDIES     Applicable       N/A 

A.  Groundwater Extraction Wells, Pumps and Pipelines   Applicable  N/A 

1. Pumps, Wellhead Plumbing and Electrical 

 Good condition  All required wells properly operating  Needs maintenance  N/A 

Remarks:       
 

2. Extraction System Pipelines, Valves, Valve Boxes and Other Appurtenances 

 Good condition  Needs maintenance 

Remarks:       
 

3. Spare Parts and Equipment 

 Readily available  Good condition  Requires upgrade  Needs to be provided 

Remarks:       
 

B.  Surface Water Collection Structures, Pumps and Pipelines  Applicable  N/A 

□ □ 
-

□ □ 
□ □ 

- -

-

□ □ 
□ 

- -

-

□ □ 
- -

-

□ □ 
-

□ igJ 

□ □ 
- -

-

-

□ 
- □ 

-

-

igJ □ 
□ igJ 

□ □ □ □ 
-

□ □ 
-

□ □ □ □ 
-

□ igJ 
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1. Collection Structures, Pumps and Electrical 

 Good condition  Needs maintenance 

Remarks:       
 

2. Surface Water Collection System Pipelines, Valves, Valve Boxes and Other Appurtenances 

 Good condition  Needs maintenance 

Remarks:       
 

3. Spare Parts and Equipment 

 Readily available  Good condition  Requires upgrade  Needs to be provided 

Remarks:       
 

C.  Treatment System   Applicable  N/A 

1. Treatment Train (check components that apply) 

 Metals removal  Oil/water separation  Bioremediation 

 Air stripping  Carbon adsorbers  

 Filters:       

 Additive (e.g., chelation agent, flocculent):       

 Others:       

 Good condition  Needs maintenance 

 Sampling ports properly marked and functional 

 Sampling/maintenance log displayed and up to date 

 Equipment properly identified 

 Quantity of groundwater treated annually:       

 Quantity of surface water treated annually:       

Remarks:       
 

2. Electrical Enclosures and Panels (properly rated and functional) 

 N/A  Good condition  Needs maintenance 

Remarks:       
 

3. Tanks, Vaults, Storage Vessels 

 N/A  Good condition  Proper secondary containment  Needs maintenance 

Remarks:       
 

4. Discharge Structure and Appurtenances 

 N/A  Good condition  Needs maintenance 

Remarks:       
 

5. Treatment Building(s) 

 N/A  Good condition (esp. roof and doorways)   Needs repair 

 Chemicals and equipment properly stored 

Remarks:       
 

6. Monitoring Wells (pump and treatment remedy) 

□ □ 
-

□ □ 
-

□ □ □ □ 
-

□ 181 

□ □ □ 
□ □ 
□ -

□ -

□ -

□ □ 
□ 
□ 
□ 
□ -

□ -

-

□ □ □ 
-

□ □ □ □ 
-

□ □ □ 
-

□ □ □ 
□ 

-
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 Properly secured/locked  Functioning  Routinely sampled  Good condition 

 All required wells located   Needs maintenance           N/A 

Remarks:       
 

D. Monitoring Data 

1. Monitoring Data  

 Is routinely submitted on time  Is of acceptable quality 
 

2. Monitoring Data Suggests:  

 Groundwater plume is effectively contained   Contaminant concentrations are declining 
 

E.  Monitored Natural Attenuation 
1. Monitoring Wells (natural attenuation remedy) 

 Properly secured/locked  Functioning  Routinely sampled  Good condition 

 All required wells located  Needs maintenance  N/A 

Remarks: Many wells were observed in poor condition or damaged beyond repair. A field event 
occurred in November 2019 through February 2020 to abandon, repair or redevelop damaged wells. 

 

X.  OTHER REMEDIES 
If there are remedies applied at the site and not covered above, attach an inspection sheet describing the physical 
nature and condition of any facility associated with the remedy. An example would be soil vapor extraction. 

XI.  OVERALL OBSERVATIONS 
A. Implementation of the Remedy 

Describe issues and observations relating to whether the remedy is effective and functioning as designed.  
Begin with a brief statement of what the remedy is designed to accomplish (e.g., to contain contaminant 
plume, minimize infiltration and gas emissions). 
The current remedy consists of contaminated soil excavation and off-site disposal and in situ 
bioremediation of the shallow groundwater zones. The in situ bioremediation was conducted in 2010 and 
monitoring data from 2011 and 2018 indicate a decrease in TCE concentrations at some wells and some 
zones. However, concentrations remain several orders of magnitude over the cleanup goals and some 
wells and zones are showing an increase in concentrations of TCE. A remedy optimization study should 
be conducted to determine if the current remedy is operating as intended or if a supplemental remedy is 
needed to attain RAOs. 

B. Adequacy of O&M 
Describe issues and observations related to the implementation and scope of O&M procedures. In 
particular, discuss their relationship to the current and long-term protectiveness of the remedy. 
O&M activities are not occurring at the Site. An O&M Plan should be implemented for monitoring well 
maintenance. 

C. Early Indicators of Potential Remedy Problems 
Describe issues and observations such as unexpected changes in the cost or scope of O&M or a high 
frequency of unscheduled repairs that suggest that the protectiveness of the remedy may be compromised 
in the future.    
None. 

D. Opportunities for Optimization 
Describe possible opportunities for optimization in monitoring tasks or the operation of the remedy. 
None. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

□ □ □ □ 
□ □ □ 

-

□ 181 

□ □ 

□ □ □ □ 
□ 181 □ 

-
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APPENDIX E – REMEDIAL ACTION AND SITE INSPECTION PHOTOS 
 

 
BEFORE – Pre-soil remedial action (1989) 
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AFTER – Site Inspection Photos: November 2019 
 

  
Western half of the Site, facing west, OU1 soil excavation area 

 

 
Eastern half of the Site and Mansard Street 
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MW-01 with cracked well pad 

 

 
SZER-01 with missing manhole cover 
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On-site well with missing steel lid and cracked well pad 

 
 

 
Monitoring wells and some recovery wells from previously operated groundwater treatment system, with 

businesses in background 
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Closed business at 1419 S. Loop West 

 

 
Area of the former groundwater treatment plant 
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Well series located across Interstate 610 from the Site 



 

F-1 

APPENDIX F – DATA REVIEW TABLES AND MAPS 
Table F-1: 2010, 2015, 2017 Indoor Air Sampling Results4 

 
 

 
4 Source: 2017 GW Gauging and Indoor Air Sampling 

Table 4 Summary of 2010, 2015, and 2017 indoor Air Sampling Result~ 
PCE TCE l.l -DC£ trnn.s, 1.2-0 CE ci.s-1.2-DCE 

Date µg/ml pgiml 1,wm' JlgtnJ3 JAg/m3 

Sampl~ RSL TR' 41 3.0 NS NS NS 
ldenr.i fication Tvo< RSL 'fHI* 180 K8 816 N~ 1\~ 

VJ-01 :-lonnal 8/4/2010 <0.68 <0.54 <0.40 <0.40 <:Xl.40 
VI-01 Nt>nllill 919,2015 1.09 <0.27 <-0,2.0 <tO. ::O <0,20 
Vl-01 'N'.om,aJ 7112120 17 <6.80 <0..54 <Q.40 •'1J40 <1'.1.40 
Vl-02 '}lom,al &'412() 10 U2 «0.$4 «a.to <040 J.18 

VI-02 Noonal 91912015 <D 34 O.J2 <0,20 <:020 HU 
Vl-02A ~ Qmial 919/2()15 0.7S HS 0.40 Q.Jl 0.36 

V)-02 Nonna! 71121:on <'6. 80 <0.54 <(l.40 <0,10 29.J 
VI-03 NOlllllil Shlt1010 <:0.68 -<054 <C0.40 <0.40 <0.40 
VJ-03 'io,mal 9/9f20l5 <O 34 "\l.27 <0.20 <0.:20 ~0.20 
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V l-10 ~ l)Illlal 7/ 1212017 <Q.80 <054 <0.40 <0.40 <0.40 
Vl-ll 'IOITUal 7(1212017 <:6.00 <0.54 <040 <0,10 se040 
Vl-1 2 'Nt·•tmal 7/1212017 '<"..6,&0 <0.54 <OAO ~~o ,10 <'OAO 
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VI-Or, BKO Backeround 9:9120 15 <0.34 <Q.27 <0.20 <O.ZO <0.20 
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OTES: 
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Table F-2: August 2018 Indoor Air Sampling Results5 

 
 

 
5 Source: Indoor Air Sampling Report, November 30, 2018 

Analyte EPARSL TCEQRBEL 
Sample Number and Analytical Result (µg/m3) 

{Compound) (µg/m' ) (µg/m l) 
Vl-02 Vl-02 DUP Vl-04 Vl-06 8KG 

Vl-07 
Vl-14 

(Trip Blank) 

1,1-Dichloroethene 880 500 ND ND ND ND ND ND 

cis-1,2-Dichloroethene -- 88 7.41 7.80 0.74 1.22 ND ND 

tra ns-1,2-Dichloroethene -- 88 ND 0.57 ND ND ND ND 

T etrachloroethene 47 110 ND ND 1.61 9.94 ND ND 

Trichloroethene 3.0 2.9 0.95 1.39 3.00 2.47 ND 0.93 

Vinyl Chloride 2.8 4.9 17.1 J 16.4J 8.83J ND ND 1.16 J 

EPA - Environmental Protection Agency 
TCEQ - Texas Commission on Environmental Qua lity 
RSL - Regional Screening Level (industrial settings) 
RBEL - Risk-Based Exposure level (commercial settings) 
µg/m 3 - micrograms per cubic meter 

- Screening/exposure level not established 
ND - Not Detected 

- Reported value is estimated 
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Table F-3: February 2019 Indoor Air Sampling Results6 

 
 
 
 

 
6 Source: Indoor Air Sampling Report, March 28, 2019 

Analyte EPARSL TCEQRBEL 
Sample Number and Analytical Result* (µg/m3 ) 

(Compound) (µg/m3) (µg/m3) 
Vl-02 Vl-02 DUP Vl-04 Vl-06 BKG 

Vl-07 
Vl-14 

(Trip Blank) 

1,1-Dichloroethene 880 500 ND ND ND ND ND ND 

cis-1,2-Dichloroethene - 88 12.3 12.4 1.59 ND ND ND 

tra ns-1,2-Dichloroethene - 88 NO NO ND ND ND ND 

T etrachloroethene 47 110 NO 3.94 ND ND ND ND 

Trichloroethene 3.0 2.9 ND 0.54 ND ND ND ND 

Vinyl Chloride 2.8 4.9 28.6 28.9 19.8 ND ND ND 

EPA - Environmental Protection Agency 

TCEQ - Texas Commission on Environmental Quality 
RSL - Regional Screening Level (industrial settings) 
RBEL - Risk-Based Exposure Level (commercial settings) 
µg/m3 - micrograms per cubic meter 

- Screening/exposure level not established 
ND - Not Detected 

* Samples collected on February 6, 2019. 
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Table F-4: August 2019 Indoor Air Sampling Results7 

 

 
7 Source: Indoor Air Sampling Report, October 10, 2019 

Analyte EPARSL TCEQ RBEL 
(Compound) (µg/ml) (µg/ml) 

Vl-02 

1,1-Dichloroethene 880 500 ND 

cis-1,2-Dich loroethene - 88 15.1 

tra ns-1,2-Dichloroethene - 88 ND 

Tetrachloroethene 47 110 0.68 

Trichloroethene 3.0 2.9 ND 

Vinyl Chloride 2.8 4.9 19.3 

EPA - Environmental Protection Agency 
TCEQ - Texas Commission on Environmental Quality 
RSL - Regional Screening Level (industrial settings) 
RBEL Risk-Based Exposure Level (commercial settings) 
µg/m3 micrograms per cubic meter 

Screening/exposure level not established 
ND Not Detected 

* Samples collected on August 21, 2019. 

Sample Number and Analytical Result* (µg/m3) 

Vl-02 DUP Vl-04 Vl-06 8KG 
Vl-07 

Vl-14 
(Trip Blank) 

ND ND ND ND ND 

15.4 4.29 ND ND 0.56 

ND ND ND ND ND 

ND ND 4.01 ND ND 

ND ND 0.54 ND ND 

19.4 5.89 ND ND 0.74 
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Figure F-1: 2017 WBZ-1 Potentiometric Surface Map8 
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Figure F-2: 2018 WBZ-1 Potentiometric Surface Map9 

 

 
9 Source: 2018 Ground Water Sampling Event 
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Figure F-3: 2017 WBZ-2 Potentiometric Surface Map10 

 
 

10 Source: 2017 GW Gauging and Indoor Air Sampling 
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Figure F-4: 2018 WBZ-2 Potentiometric Surface Map11 

 
 

11 Source: 2018 Ground Water Sampling Event 
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Figure F-5: 2018 WBZ-3 Potentiometric Surface Map12 

 
 

12 Source: 2018 Ground Water Sampling Event 

II> 0 •• lw 

SCALE !N FEET 

IMAGE SO-- RCE GOGG...: 4."2::ll-0 
BUSI t-JE$ES SOU~E._ OOGGlE CGff,,t.,,.AF.S 

r ..i,, , ,~ .. ,...~,.-J' -.,,.=..IL :;.t".:.CN<:,ua,L.- .,.r,a.-.. w•·,;i 'ii..- 1, t:t'b -C.,\' t.'• , ,. .,_.,, ..... 

♦ \f;'Afr rMV"k~l'\:(UCNr "1V,,r1 I 

,-,_1: CRCM1N) Y.$. TE.R =-ew,, not-J FEET ASOVE M=A \!" SEA. _e·~a 1FT ASW.Ll 

- 34.4- OAOJN, ·w1,rEA: i:.EVAIIO t-J C/Jtl1"¢1.1,' FT Ar«SL 

'uHO\JNJ VJ,J, lt.~ e-Lp)_"','Fl'i l H AW UJ!-:?:i:.C I IOH 

FIGURE 3 
JULY 2018 WBZ-3 GROUND WATER ELEVATION CONTOURS 

SOL L't'NI\ CR.CIJ NO\','ATE..R ':,LU\E 5-PER:FUt-DSITE 
i- OOOTON. TEXAS 



 

F-10 

Figure F-6: 2018 WBZ-4 Potentiometric Surface Map13 

 
13 Source: 2018 Ground Water Sampling Event 
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APPENDIX G – VAPOR INTRUSION RISK EVALUATION 
 
Table G-1: Vapor Intrusion Risk Review 

Detected Constituents in 
Indoor Air  

Maximum Detected 
Concentration 

(2010-2019) 
(μg/m3)  

Composite Worker Air RSLa  
(μg/m3)  Screening-level Risk Evaluation  

10-6 Risk HQ = 1  Riskb  HQc 
PCE 9.94 47 180 2 x 10-7 0.1 
TCE 3.00 3 8.8 1 x 10-6 0.3 
1,1-DCE 0.40 -- 880 -- 0.0005 
trans-1,2-DCE 0.57 -- -- -- -- 
cis-1,2-DCE 45 -- -- -- -- 
Vinyl chloride 74.8 2.8 440 3 x 10-5 0.2 

 Totals 3 x 10-5 0.6 
 Notes: 
-- = EPA has not finalized toxicity values for this compound.  
a. EPA tapwater RSLs, dated November 2019, are available at https://www.epa.gov/risk/regional-screening-levels-rsls-

generic-tables (accessed December 31, 2019).  
b. Risk calculated using the following equation, based on the fact that RSLs are derived based on 1 x 10-6 risk: risk = 
(detected concentration / cancer-based RSL) x 10-6.  
c. Noncancer HQ calculated using the following equation: HQ = detected concentration / noncancer-based RSL.  

 
Table G-2: Vapor Intrusion Screening Level Risk Review – Groundwater Contamination in WBZ-1 

Detected Constituents in 
Groundwater   

Maximum Detected 
Concentration 

(2018) 
(μg/L)  

Predicted Indoor 
Air 

Concentration 
(μg/m3) 

Screening-level Risk Evaluation 
Residential Use 

Cancer Risk Non-cancer 
HQ 

MW0301 (Downgradient WBZ-1) 

 cis-1,2-DCE 129 NA NA NA 
 Vinyl chloride 9,970 11,300 6.5 x 10-2 109 
Notes: 
a. Risk and hazard quotient calculated using EPA’s November 2019 VISL calculator                                   

(https://www.epa.gov/vaporintrusion/vapor-intrusion-screening-level-calculator) assuming a residential 
exposure and default groundwater temperature of 25 degrees Celsius. 

μg/L = micrograms per liter 
NA = Not applicable 

I 

I 
I 
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APPENDIX H – INTERVIEW FORMS 
 

Sol Lynn/Industrial Transformers SUPERFUND SITE  
FIVE-YEAR REVIEW INTERVIEW FORM 

Site Name: Sol Lynn/Industrial Transformers 

EPA ID: TXD980873327 

Interviewer name: Treat Suomi  Interviewer affiliation: Skeo 

Subject name: Business Owner #1 Subject affiliation:  

Subject contact information:  

Interview date: 11/7/2019 Interview time: 10:00 A.M. 
Interview location: Site property 

Interview format (circle one):   In Person          Phone          Mail          Email          Other: 

Interview category: Resident/Tennant/local business 
 
1. Are you aware of the former environmental issues at the Site and the cleanup activities that have taken place 

to date? 
Yes, very limited knowledge. I have only owned the property for a year and was notified prior to purchasing. 
 

2. What is your overall impression of the project, including cleanup, maintenance and reuse activities (as 
appropriate)? 
My knowledge is based on dealing with EPA and regular communication with the RPM. 
 

a. Can you think of anything EPA could have done during the cleanup to better communicate if 
there were any risks associated with the Site (as appropriate, if individual was present during 
cleanup)? 
No. 

i. Do you remember how you’d hear about the risks posed by the Site during cleanup? 
Would there have been a better way to hear about them? 
Not applicable. 

b. How do you learn about what’s happening at the Site now?  
Through RPM, get regular reports. 

c. Do you feel like you understand how the cleanup has made the property/site safe?  
No, I do not understand. I know it occurs over a period of time. 

d. Do you feel like EPA does a good job explaining the difference between whether there are risks 
to people and whether the cleanup is working well? 
Yes. 

e. Would there be a better way for EPA to communicate information about the site after the cleanup 
is in place, especially during the Five-Year Review process? For example, did you see the notice 
in the paper? Do you know of anyone who did? 
No. 

 
3. What have been the effects of the Site on the surrounding community, if any? 

None. 
 
4. Have there been any problems with unusual or unexpected activities at the Site, such as emergency response, 

vandalism or trespassing?   
Nothing out of the ordinary or related to the environmental activities at the Site.  

C ) 
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5. Has EPA kept involved parties and surrounding neighbors informed of activities at the Site? How can EPA 

best provide site-related information in the future? 
Yes, EPA has kept people updated and nothing to do differently. 

 
6. Do you own a private well in addition to or instead of accessing city/municipal water supplies? If so, for what 

purpose(s) is your private well used? 
No.  
 

7. Do you have any comments, suggestions or recommendations regarding any aspects of the project? 
No.  
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Sol Lynn/Industrial Transformers SUPERFUND SITE  
FIVE-YEAR REVIEW INTERVIEW FORM 

Site Name: Sol Lynn/Industrial Transformers 

EPA ID: TXD980873327 

Interviewer name: Treat Suomi Interviewer affiliation: Skeo 

Subject name: Business Owner #2 Subject affiliation:  

Subject contact information:  

Interview date: 11/7/2019 Interview time:1:30 P.M. 
Interview location: Nearby business 

Interview format (circle one):   In Person          Phone          Mail          Email          Other: 

Interview category: Resident/Tennant/local business 
 
1. Are you aware of the former environmental issues at the Site and the cleanup activities that have taken place 

to date? 
Yes, we own part of the Site. We used to own about 60 acres and EPA installed monitoring wells off of 
Maynard Street. We sold the property with access road that is used for monitoring. We assume that EPA is 
still monitoring groundwater.  
 

2. What is your overall impression of the project, including cleanup, maintenance and reuse activities (as 
appropriate)? 
EPA is doing what they are supposed to be doing as far as we know. 

a. Can you think of anything EPA could have done during the cleanup to better communicate if 
there were any risks associated with the site (as appropriate, if individual was present during 
cleanup)? 
Not to my knowledge, EPA has stayed in touch. 

i. Do you remember how you’d hear about the risks posed by the Site during cleanup? 
Would there have been a better way to hear about them? 
Mail, letters, website was also used. 

b. How do you learn about what’s happening at the Site now?  
Periodic communication from EPA. 

c. Do you feel like you understand how the cleanup has made the property/site safe?  
Yes. 

d. Do you feel like EPA does a good job explaining the difference between whether there are risks 
to people and whether the cleanup is working well?. 
Yes. 

e. Would there be a better way for EPA to communicate information about the site after the cleanup 
is in place, especially during the Five-Year Review process? For example, did you see the notice 
in the paper? Do you know of anyone who did? 
Email would be good. Do not recall seeing the newspaper notice. 

 
3. What have been the effects of the Site on the surrounding community, if any? 
We have a piece of property that we can’t do anything with because all of the property is shown as part of the 
Superfund site. We don’t want to deal with leasing it due to contamination. We feel the property is undervalued 
due to being a Superfund site. 
 
4. Have there been any problems with unusual or unexpected activities at the Site, such as emergency response, 

vandalism or trespassing?   
Yes, trespassing is a concern. We have put up signs and wood barriers at the access points to stop people from 
driving across the Site.  

C ) 
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5. Has EPA kept involved parties and surrounding neighbors informed of activities at the Site? How can EPA 

best provide site-related information in the future? 
Can’t speak for neighbors, but EPA has kept us informed.  

 
6. Do you own a private well in addition to or instead of accessing city/municipal water supplies? If so, for what 

purpose(s) is your private well used? 
We do not, it is illegal to have private wells in Houston. 
 

7. Do you have any comments, suggestions or recommendations regarding any aspects of the project? 
No. 
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Sol Lynn/Industrial Transformers SUPERFUND SITE  

FIVE-YEAR REVIEW INTERVIEW FORM 
Site Name: Sol Lynn/Industrial Transformers 

EPA ID: TXD980873327 

Interviewer name:  Interviewer affiliation:  

Subject name: Kenan Nerad Subject affiliation: TCEQ 

Subject contact information: kenan.nerad@tceq.texas.gov | 713-767-3573 

Interview date:  Interview time: 

Interview location:  
Interview format (circle one):   In Person          Phone          Mail          Email          Other: 

Interview category: State Agency 
 
 
1. What is your overall impression of the project, including cleanup, maintenance and reuse activities (as 

appropriate)? 
 
Cleanup activities were appropriate for the soil contamination (OU1). However, remedial action of OU2 does 
not appear to be functioning as it was intended and it needs an optimization review. Maintenance of the Site 
has been poor. The EPA has secured funding to plug and abandon some wells and repair and recover critical 
wells and this work should be implemented as soon as possible. Reuse activities may be appropriate. 
 

2. What is your assessment of the current performance of the remedy in place at the Site? 
 

Based on the 2018 groundwater sampling results, the in-situ bioremediation treatment initiated in 2010 is not 
working as intended. There was some reduction in COC levels in WBZ-1, but COCs are still much higher 
than MCLs. There was minimal reduction of COC levels in WBZ 2-4. 
 

3. Are you aware of any complaints or inquiries regarding site-related environmental issues or remedial 
activities from residents in the past five years?  

 
I am not.  

 
4. Has your office conducted any site-related activities or communications in the past five years? If so, please 

describe the purpose and results of these activities. 
 

To my knowledge, the only activities TCEQ has directly taken with the Site in the past five years is 
submitting comments to EPA about the December 2018 Groundwater Sampling Technical Memorandum, the 
November 2018 Indoor Air Sampling Draft and the March 2019 Indoor Air Sampling Report.  

 
5. Are you aware of any changes to state laws that might affect the protectiveness of the Site’s remedy? 
 

I am not. 
 
6. Are you comfortable with the status of the institutional controls at the Site? If not, what are the associated 

outstanding issues? 
 

No, according to the last FYR Report, additional institutional controls are needed on adjoining tracts and 
parcels. 

( ) 
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7. Are you aware of any changes in projected land use(s) at the Site? 
 

No. During the interviews, both property owners expressed interest in developing the land which they own, 
but such developments would be for continued commercial use. 

 
8. Do you have any comments, suggestions or recommendations regarding the management or operation of the 

Site’s remedy? 
 
The EPA should conduct additional groundwater monitoring to fully delineate the groundwater 
contamination and perform an optimization review of the groundwater remedy. 
 

9. Do you consent to have your name included along with your responses to this questionnaire in the FYR 
Report? 

 
Yes. 
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APPENDIX I – WELL SEARCH RESULTS 
 
 
Table I-1: 1-Mile Well Search Results 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Well ID Use Owner Date 
Drilled 

Total 
Depth 

1626 Industrial Dresser Magcobar-Almeda Plant 1956 542 

2786 Industrial International Tool & Supply Co. 1966 540 
2787 Industrial International Tool & Supply Co. 1962 468 
2807 Industrial Texaco, Inc. 1967 289 
2992 Industrial Exxon Company, U.S.A. 1981 unknown 
3174 Industrial International Tool & Supply Co. 1989 unknown 
3223a Industrial Southwestern Bell Telephone Co. 1968 unknown 

3429 Public 
Supply Exxon Corporation 1979 77 

3928 Industrial International Tool & Supply Co. 1981 unknown 
5013a Other Holly Hall Retirement Community 1989 400 
5251 Other Six Flags Astroworld Houston 1992 324 
5774 Other Sueba Business Park 1996 500 
9011 Other San Melia 2002 450 
9851a Other Holly Hall Retirement Community 2004 440 
12858b Domestic Private unknown 420 
112824 Domestic Women Hospital of Texas 2007 510 
173013a Irrigation Holly Hall Retirement Center 2004 420 
6521601 Industrial Black-Broillier Co. unknown 329 
6521611 Industrial Magcobar Mud Co. unknown 542 
6521614 Industrial Metal Arts Co. unknown 468 
6521615 Industrial Metal Arts Co. unknown 540 
6521616 Industrial Star-Tex Oil Co. unknown 292 
6521617 Industrial Signal Oil Co. unknown 290 
6521619 Industrial Texaco Inc. unknown 289 
6521620 Domestic Harris County Flood unknown 432 

1013142 
Public 
Supply 
G1013142A 

MD Anderson Cancer Center 
Knight R unknown unknown 

Notes: 
Well search conducted in 2017 by TCEQ 

a. Located within the 0.25-mile plume buffer 
b. Located within the 0.25 miles of the site center I ~ 
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Figure I-1: 1-Mile Well Search Results Map 
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Figure I-2: 0.25-Mile Well Search Results Map 
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APPENDIX J – RESTRICTIVE COVENANT 
 

 

1711ITEO STATES EJIVl:RO!IXBJft'AI. PIIO'l'ECTXOK AGENCY 
RBGXOJI i 

IN THE MATTER OF: 

DISCOUNT COMMUNICATIONS, INC. 

Under ' authority of the 
Response., • Co11pensation, and 
Liability Act, as amended, 
42 u.s.c. § 9601 JU.•~-

f AGREEMENT AND COVENANT 
§ NOT TO SUE: RE INDUSTRIAL 
§ TRANSFORMER/SOL LYNN 
S SUPERFUND SITE LOCATED IN 
§ HOUSTON, TEXAS 
§ 
§ CERCLA DOCKET NO. 6-15-93 
§ 

.IUJREJJO!ll'l' MID COVEIJAHT 19'1 'l"O QUIil 

I. · PURPOSE OF THJS AvBEEJmiT 

i . . WHEREAS, this Agreeme.nt and Covenant Kot to Sue 
I 

( "Agreement 11') 

' ' Environmental 

,is :made and entered into by the United states 

·Protection Agency ("EPA") and Discount ' 

Collllllun'ications, Inc. c•ocx•J (hereinafter referred to as "Settling 

Party"·) . 
' 2:. WHEREAS, this Agreement is, entered into by EPA pursuant 

to the Comprehensive · Environmental Response, Co11pen11ation, and 

Liability Act, as alllendad, 42 U.S.C, S 9601 g lilll2• ("CERCLA") and 

is in accordance with current EPA guidance. 

3. WHEREAS, DCI, a Texas corporation, is currently a lessee 

of tba Sol Lynn Property, as described . in Appendix Al of this 

Agree111ent, (hereinafter referred to as the "Sol Lynn Property") 

which .is located within the Industrial Transformer/Sol· Lynn 

superfund Site ("Site•) in Houston, Texas. Larry Peingersh is the 

President of DCI and is a duly authorized officer who bas pri11ary 

responsibility for DCI's operations. , ·i . I 

4. WHEREAS, DCI intends to acquire the Sol Lynn Prope~y 

through a contract with Sharon fl, Lynn and Lynda Kenar, co­

Successor Administratrices of the Estate of sol Lynn (hereinafter 

9212360 

1111111 WK ~,11m11w111m11m1 m 1111 
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"Estate of sol Lynn"). 

5. WHEREAS, OCI intends to acquire real property, located 

within the Site, from Gibraltar Bank, as -described in Appendix A2 

of this Agreement (hereinafter the "Gibraltar Bank Property•). 

6. WHEREAS, Settling Party recognizes and acknowledges that 

DCI is purchasing real property whore response actions to clean up 

polychlorinatad biphenyl (PCB) and trichloroathylene (TCE) 

contamination are being conducted and will be conducted in the 

future. 

7 . WHEREAS, Settling Party recognizes and acknowledges that 

the implementation of' responae actions may interfere with Settling 

P_arty•s use_ of the Sol Lynn Property. and the Gibraltar Bank 

Property, and that such response actions have caused to -.rBlllain on 
I 

the Site soils containi'ng pol.ychlorinated biphenyl.s (PCBs) and 

dimethyl sulfoxide (DMSO) . 

,a. WHEREAS, EPA has no information, as of the data Settling 

Parti signs this Agreement, tllat the business activities of 
I 

Settl\ng Party at the Sol Lynn Property have interfered with EPA 
i 

response actions conducted at the Site. 

9. WHEREAS, .the primary purpose of this Agreeiaant is to 

aattl;. and resolve the future potential liability of Settling Party 
! . . 

for the presently existing contamination at th• Sol Lynn Property 

and the Gibraltar Bank Property. 

10. 
i 

of funds 
I 

Lynn and 

WHEREAS, this Agreement is contingent upon.EPA's receipt 

from the sale of the Sol Lynn Property to OCI by Sharon_ H. 

Lynd~ Kenar, co-successor Adllinistratrices of the Estate 

2 
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of Sol Lynn, as agr••d by Sharon H .• Lynn and Lynda l<enar in the 

consent Decree to be filed in United states y, Sharon ft . Lynn and 

·tvndo' xenac, co-successor Adadnistratrices of the Estate of soi 

IiXnn in Civil Action No. H 91-0955 in the United States District 
l 

Court j for the southern District of Texas. 

11. WHEREAS, resolution of settling Party'• potential future 

liabU.ity i_n .exchange tor performance of Settling Party's 
! . . 

obligations pursuant to this Agreement is in the public -interest, 

and provides a substantial benefit to the EPA which would otherwise 
I 

not be available. 
i 

THEREFORE, EPA and Settling Party agree as follows, 
I 

II. PEFINXl'IONS 
iz. "O&y" shall aean a calend&r d&y. rn computing &ny period 

of time under thia Agreement, where the laat day would fall on a 
Saturday, Sunday, or Federal holiday, th• period shall run until 

the close of business o~ the next working day. 

13. The •_Estate of Sol Lynn• ·shall be the probate est&te of 
' 

Sol Lynn, Deceased, whic;h is subject to th• jurisdiction of Probate 
i 

Court No. 2 of Dallas county (case No. 90-2567- P2). . . . 
·14. The tern "Net Proceeds" shall 11ean the total value of all · 

i . 
moniea ' and other consideration received from the sale or transfer 

I 

ot _any }ntarest in real property, lass any reasonab·le and necessary 
t + • 

costs tor the sale or transfer of such interest. 
I 

15. The terms "r9lDedy" and •r..,.adial .action• shall have the 

same d•finition as set forth in ~ction 101(24) of C2RCLA, 42 

' u.s.c, ;s 9601{~4) . 

.I 
3 

'· 
i 
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16. Tl!e term "response• shall have the sa11e definition as set 

torth in s ection 101(25) of C&RCIA, 42 u . s :c. § 9601(25). 

17. "Response Costs• shall mean· all expenses, costs, and 

disbursuents., direct and -indi.rect, incurred or to be incurr•d by 

the United States for response actions, including investigation, 

' over~ight, r811oval or rQ\edial actions, and all administrative and 

81\fo~cement activities (inclu~ing attorneys fees) with respect to 

the Sita including, without l.iaitation: '(l) past coats incurred 

prior to entry of this consent Decree; (2) all costs for 
• 

impl.-81\ting, developing, perrorming, overseeing or verifying any 
. 1 . 

investigatory or response activities at the Site, or any 
! 

requirements of this Consent Decree; and (3) any other or future 

such costs incurred after .entry of this consent Decree. 
j 
;18. 'l'.he ten "Settling Party" shall mean DCI and any 
' 

successors and .assigns to any .interest of DCI in any real property 

whic~ is included in whole or in part in the sol Lynn Property or 

the Gibraltar Bank Property. · 

.19. The "Site• .11eana the real property, and all improvements 

thereto, located .in Houat;m, Texaa, which is bounded on the north 
' I 

by the south Loop west Feeder street, on the east by David Street, 

' on the south by Mansard street, and on the west by JCnight street. 

The term "Site" shall include the Sol Lynn Property and the 

Gibra~tar Barut Property, and all areas- to which hazardous 
! 

substances released from the above--described properties have 
' ; 

migrated or co11e to be located. 

~o. The "Gibraltar Banlt Property• ■hall mean the real 

4 
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property, and all improvements thereto, described in Appendix Al of 

this Agreement. 

21. The "Sol Lynn Property• shall mean the real property, 

approximately three-quarters (3/4) of one acre in size, _and all 

improfements thereto, located within the boundaries of the Site (as 

defined in ~is Agree,aent), at l.415, 1~17 1 and .1419 south Loop 

West, '. and whieh ' is 
I 

more particularly described in Appendix Al of 

this Agreement. 
I 

III ;' Bll.CKGROQNQ 

22. The Sol Lynn Property is the location of a toner 

elect~ical transformer salvage and · recycling company operated by. 

Sol Lynn. 
' 

Sile-King, a chemical supply and recycling company, 

subsequently operated at the same looation. 

23. In the early 1980s, EPA, State, and local inspections and 

sampling at the Site indicated high levels of polychlorinated 

biphenyls (PCB) in the soil. 

24. Sampling of ground water beneath the Site indicates 

elevated levela of trichlorethyl'ene (TCE) in the ground water . 

25. As a result of the release or threatened release of 

hazardous substances at the Site, in October 1984, the Site was 

propos_ed for ranking on the National Prioritiea List (NPL) pursuant 
i 

to section 105 of CERCLA, 42 u.s.c. I 9605. The Site was placed on 

the NPL, by publioation tn the Federal Register on Karch 31, 1989, 

54 Fed.. Reg. 13296. 
i 

:i!i. A Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study (RI/PS) , 
was, conducted at the site begi'nning in 1987. The RJ:/FS divided the 

' . 
5 
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Site1 for purposes, of remediation, into two operable unit.a. 
' Operable Unit 1 deale with PCB contamination in aoils. Operable 

Unit : 2 deala with TC£ contuination of ground water beneath, and 
I 

migrating· from, the Sita. 
i 
,27. on March 25, 1988, EPA issued ite Record of Deciaion in 
' 

which it eelected the r-ady tor cleanup• ot Operable Unit l. Thia 
' ' 

' Reeolt;d of Decision waa a1U1nded ·by EPA on September 16, 1·992 when it 

issued the Amended Phase I Record ot Decision. 

:2s. I~ March; 1990, EPA entered into a consent Decree with 

Gulf ~tates Utilities Company (GSU) under which GSU will conduct 
I j 

the remedial action for Operable Unit 1. The Consent Decree was 

' sUbsequently modified on two occasions to reflect changes in the 
j ' 

chosen remedy. 

~9. Tbo second Modiriod Conaant DC!craa, ~hich superseded the 

earlier Consent Decrees, was entered by the U.S. District court for 
. ' 

the S? uthern District ot Texas on January 12, 1993. Under the 

Second Modified Consent Decree, GSU will conduct the remedial 

actiop for Operable Unit ·l which includes the excavation and off• 
' . 

sita disposal of contaminated soil with concentrations greater than 
I • 

25 pa~s par 11illion PCB, demolition, decontamination, · and dispoaal 

of a soil storage building on the site,'and grading of the Site in 

relation to the surrounding area. GSU has agreed to pay certain 

response costs incurred by the United st.ates in connection with the 
I 

OJMlr8l>le Unit l remedial action. 

' ~o. on September 23, 1988, EPA issued its Record of Decision 
' . 

in wh;ich it selected th• remedy for Operable Unit 2 (Phase II 

! .. 
6 
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... 

I 
Record of Decision), 

.. 31 . .. EPA has entered into a Cooperative Agreement with th• 

State of Texas, through the Texas Water Co11111ission (TWC), to 

conduct the renedial action for operable Unit 2, The renedial 

actiop for Operable Unit 2 will consist of long-term PWIIPing and 

. treating ot ground water at the Site and air-stripping of 

cont:aJllinanta fro11 · 'the ground water, EPA . haa entered into a ten 

(10) year contract, beginning in November 1992, · for treat111Alnt of 

__ ground-water. If remediation ia not complete at th• and of the ten 
1 

(10-) · :year ' period, additional investigations and/or additional 

treatment -lliay be conducted. Monitoring walls which have bean 

placed on the Site will be used to test ground water during the 

reiaediation period. : . 
3_2. Remediation of both Oparabl~ Uni ts will require EPA and 

Stat~_i,e_rsonnel, and authorized representatives and contractors of 

t~e State and EPA, to have- access to the Site at all reasonable 

· ' · tila~s - ar,d to ··be able· to move freely about the Site to conduct 

cleanup operations and to oversee Site remediation and operation 
. •; i . . ' + • • 

· ·an<t maintenance of the ground water pump and treatment system. 
~ ' . 

33; on Kay 22, 1991, EPA filed a Notice ?f Federal Lien, 

'pursuant to ·section 107(1) of CERCLA, 42 u.s.c. S 9607(1), in the 

Harria · County Clerlt''s Office (file stamp No, 034-20-0992) against ' . . ' . ' the real property comprising the Sol Lynn Property. 

34 • . . 
. ; ' 

upon oc:;1, 
I 
i 
; 

IV. PARTIES BOUND 

This Agre-ent ehall apply to and be binding upon EPA and . . . ~ ' 

and its employees, agents, successors, assigns, and any 

7 
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subsequent purchasers or assigns of any interest in real property 

which is included in whole or in part in the Sol Lynn Property or 

in the Gibraltar Bani< Property. 

: 35. Th• parties bound by this Agreement agree to undertake 

all actions required by the tens and conditions of this Agreement. 
' V, CERTIPICATl:oNs OF SETTLING J>ARTX 
136. By executing this Agrea1Dent, settling Party. represents . 
! ' and certifies that it has not caused or contributed to any existing 
' . 

contamination .at th• Site, and further certifies that it has not 

contributed to a release or threat of release or hazardous 

substances trom the Site. xr the certifications by settling Party 

pursuant to this paragraph are not true, or the purchases or th• 

prop~rties by DCI . are not consUlllllated, or if th~ payment required 

ill S6etiol'I VI of thia Agrih'!liel'lt is not l.'eceived, thf;i Agreea61\t ·, 
shall not be eftect~ve, and EPA will reserve all rights it may have 

agai~st Settling Party, 

: 3 7. By executing this Agreement, Settling Party agrees to 
! 

exercise due care with respect to hazardous substances, pollutants 
! 

and contaminants at the site, and agrees not to interfere with 
' response actions conducted by GSU or by EPA,· TWC, and their 
I 

authorized contractors and representatives • 

. VI, SALE OF THE SOL LYNN PROPERTY ANP J?,YMENT TO EPA 

38. No later than ten (10) days after the effective date of 

this •Agreement, DCI shall enter into a real estate contract with . 
the Estate of Sol· Lynn for the sal,e · or the sol Lynn Property . and 

the · establ1shment of an escrow account. Pursuant to the ten,s of 

8 

,, ., 
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the real eatate contract, DCI shall deposit ONB HUNDR!D FIFTY 

THOU~ AND 00/100 DOLLARS ($150,000.00) in trust with an escrow 

agent no later than fifteen (15) daye after the effective date of 

this ~qreeunt. 

39. Th• terms of the real eetate contract between DC.I and the 

Estate of Sol Lynn, pursuant to Paragraph 38 of this Agreeiaent, 

ehall i require an escrow egent to pay to the United States, in 
! 

accordance with the pay,aent procedures set forth in Paragraph 40 of 

' this AgreeMnt, one-half (1/2) of the Net Proceed• froa the sale of 
I 

the Sfl Lynn Property, plue one-half (1/2) of all interest which 

hae accrued on the amount deposited into the eeerow account. such 
I , 

pay,aent ahall be 11ade no later than two (2) days after the escrow 

agent ; • receipt of written notification from EPA that the consent 

Decree between the United states and the Estate of Sol Lynn, in 

civil .Action No. H 91-0955, has been entered by the U.S. District 

Court • . 
40. The payment required in Paragraph 39 of this Agreement 
; 

shall, be 11ade by Electronic Funds Transfer (•E'F'.l'• or wire transfer) 
' 

to tht U.S. Departaent of Justice loelcbox bank, referencing the 

Site Naae and CERCIA IIWlber 36 and the u.s.A.O. file nWllber 

l Payment llhall be 11ade in accordance with instructions 
l 

provi~ad by EPA ta DCI upon execution of this Aqre811ent. Any Errs 

received et the u.s. o.o.J. lookbox bank after 11:0.0 A,M, (Eastern 
I . 

Ti-) fill be credited on the naxt bue1neea day. '!'he escrow agent 

llball 1send a copy of the EP'l' to: 
. ! 

SUperfund Bnforeeaent Officer 
Induetrial Tranafoner/Sol Lynn superfuncl Site 

9 
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Superfund cost Recovery section (6H-EC) 
u.s. ·Environmental Protection Agency, Region 6 
1445 Rosa Avenue 
Dallas, Texas 75202-2733 

41, If the real estate contract is not finalized,. thia 

Agreement shall be null and void and any moniea received by the · 

escrow age~t shall be returned to DCI, 

VII. ACC1!SS 

42. 'DCI shall acquire ownership of the Sol Lynn Property and 

the Gibralta.r Bank Property on or before the date of the payment to 

the 11n,ited Statee pursuant to paragraph 39 of thie Agreement, 

43 , Upon DCI'• acquisition of the Sol Lynn property, DCI 

agrees to grant to EPA, TWC, and their authorized contractors and 
! 

.representative■ a.n irrevocable right to enter upon the Sol Lynn 

Property at any reasonable time for purpo••• of ilapl.-nting and 

overaeeing any raaponaa action conducted on the Site. 
' •:• . Upon DCI • a ac:,quiai tion of the Gil:>ral. tar Bank 'property, 

DCI agJ'eaa to grant to EPA, TWC, and their authorized contractors 
I 

and r~preaentativea an irrevocable right to enter upon' the 

' Gibraltar Banlt Property at any reasonable time for pv.rposes of 
l 

implementing and overseeing any response action conducted on the 

Sita. ! 

,s. Thia Agreement does not restrict or limit any right EPA 

11ay have to enter onto the Site· pursuant to specific statutory or 

regula~ory authority. 

VIII. RESTRICTIYB CQYEHAHT MD ACCJ:!SS BMEKEHT. 
46, The obligations of ocr .with respec~ to this section shall 

; 

be bin~ing upon DCI and upon al'.l persona who aubsaquently acquire 

10 
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any interest in the Sol Lynn Property and/or the Gibraltar Bank 

Property. For each of the above Properties, DCI shall, no later 

than two (2) days after DCI's acquisition of such property, SWllllit 

for recording, in the Harris county Clerk's Office, a photocopy of 
' 

this Agreement a.nd a signed original of the Restrictive Covenant 
! 

and Access Easement, attached hereto as Appendix · B of this 

' Agreement. 

47. In submitting a copy of this Agreeaent. and th• 

Restrictive Covenant and Access Eaaement for recording, DCI shall, 

in writing, request a file-stamped copy of each doCW11ent to be 
' 

returned fro11 the County Clark's Office. Ko later than two (2) 

days ,after receiving the file- stamped copy, DCI shall send a 

photO(?OPY of the file-stamped AgreS11ent and the Restrictive 

Coven, nt and Access Easa11ent for aach property to th_• addressees in 

Section XVII of this Agreement. 
1 

\ 
IX, FUTURE COlfYEYANCI 

o. 
l 

DCI may freely alienate its real property interest, or 

any portion thereof, in 
j 

Bank Property, provided 
' 

the Sol Lynn Property and the Gibraltar 

that at least thirty (30) calendar days 

prior to the date of transfer of an interest, including any sale or 
I . 

lease, DCI shall notify, in writing, the addressees in Section XVII 
I • 

' of this Agree11ent, of the proposed transfer a.nd the na111e(s) of the 
! 

proposed auccessor(a) in interest and assign(&) who would acquire 

such interest. 

' 49. ~ch dead, contract, or other instrument of conveyance of 
I 

any po~ion of, or interest in, the so~ Lynn Property or the 
I 

l 11 
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Gibraltar Bank Property shall contain a notice stating that the 

property or interest being conveyed is subject to this Agreement 

and to the Restrictive Covenant and Access Easement applicable to 

that property, 

X, f;QVENANTS NOT TQ SUE 

50. In considilllration ot the obligations to be pertoraed under 

this Agreement, and subject to the Reaarvation ot Rights in Section 
I . 

XI ot :this Agreement, EPA covenants not to sue or to take civil or 

administrative entorceaent act.ion against settling Party tor any 
• I 

and all civil liability for injunctive r~lief or tor reiml:>ura8J08nt 
! . 

of response costs pursuant to Sections 106 and 107(a) of CERCLI'., 42 
I 

u.s.c.; ff 9606 and 9607 (a), with regard to any existing PCB and/or 

TCE cqnta:mination at the Sol Lynn Property or the Gibraltar Bank 

Property upon receipt o_f the paYJ11ent required in Section VI of thia 

' Agreem~nt. 'l'hesa covenants not to sue extend only to Settling 

Party,: except as provided in Paragraph 51 ot this Agreement. 

' 51. Tha successors or assigns of Settling Party will receive 

these :covenants not to sue only if such successors or assigns 
! 

perfol'lll or continue .to perform all ot the obligations of its 

predec~ssor under this Agreement. In addition, the covenants not 
I 

to suei apply to a successor or assign only to the extent of the 

' successor's or assign's liability and will not release the 

succes~or or assign from any other liab!lity or obligation which it 
I , 

may currently have or to which. it 111ay aucceed, Any successor or· 
i • 

assign lot DCI ·which acquires any interest in the Sol Lynn Property 
• I • • • • 

or the iGibraltar Bank Property shall, prior to. such acquieition, . . . 
' ' 

12 
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' ! 
execute the successor covenant in Appendix D ot this Agreeunt. By 

executing the successor covenant, such successor or assign ot DCI 
I 

agrees that it will comply with all provisions of this Agreement 

' including the Restrictive covenant and Access Easement applicable 

to ~e acquired interest or property. 

·52. The covenant not to sue pursuant to this section is 

conditioned upon the coJDplete and satisfactory performance by 

Settling Party and any successor of their obligations imder this 
I • 

Aqreejllent. 

XI. RESJSRYATioN OF RIGHTS 

53 . Notwithstanding the covenant Not to Sue described in 

Section X ab•we, nothing in this Agra ..... nt is intended to be, an4 . 

shall not be construed as, a release or covenant not to sue tor any 

c:lah1 or cause of action, adlllinistrative or judicial, 11t law or in 

equity, which EPA may have against Settling Party, or any successor 
I 

or as,;iqn, for: 

i 
I 
(b) 
' 

I 
(C) 

(d) 
I 
' 

(e) 

Any liability as a result of !)(:I's failure to provide to 
EPA, TWC, and their authorized , contractors and 
representatives access to property within the site owned 
by DCI; 

Any liability as a result of DCI's failure to exercise 
due care with respect to hazardous substance■ at the 
Site1 

Any liability as a result of DCI'a failure to make the 
payment as required by Section VI ot this Agreementr 

Any liability as a result of DCI's creation of a new 
release or threat . of release of hazu'dous substances, 
pollutants or contaminanta at or from the Site after 
DCI'a acquiaition of any part of the Site; 

Any liability aa a result of paat or future exacerbation 
by DCI of the release or threat of release of hazardous 
substances from the Site; 

13 
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(f) 

' (g) 

; (h) 

(i) 

Any liability as a result of interference by DCI with 
response actions conducted at the Site; 

Any liability resulting from past releases of hazardous 
substance•, pollutants or contamini,.nts at the Site caused 
or contributed by DC~; 

Any and all criminal liability; 

Any liability for natural reso_urce daiaages 'and response 
coats aaaociated witb natural resource damages; 

Any liability for response costs incurred by federa.l 
agencies other than EPA; 

MY liability for ·failure to ccmpiy with the terms of 
this Agreeaent; . 

( l J Any liability arising from · the past, pr•n•ent, or fut\lre 
disposal by DCI of hazardous substances, pollutants or 
contuinants which causes a release or threat ot release 
of ·such substances outside of the Site • 

. 54. With respect to any claim or caUJJe ot action aa■erted by 

the EPA tor liability associated with releases or threats of 

relea
0

ses of hazardous_ ;.ubstances at or from the Site, not otherwise 

addre~sed by the covenant not to sue in this Agreement, Settling 

Party shall bear the burden of proving that the cause of action, or . . . 
' . - any ~art thereof, is attributable solely to contlllllination which 

exist~d prior to the date of DCI'e acquisition of any part of the 

Site. ' 

55. Nothing in this Agreement c~n•t~tutee a cov-nant not to 

sue o,r to take action or otherwise limite the ability of :&PA to 

seek fr obtain further relief f .rom Settling Party and the covenants 

not ~o sue in Section X of this Agreement are null and void if 
. . l . 

information is discovered which establlshes that the certifications 
I . . , . . 

in ~e1tto~ V of this Agreement were false as of the effective ·c1ate 

. of the Agr•••~nt. 

u 
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; 56. 
I 

coveriant 
' ·. 

Nothing in this. Agreement is intended as a release or 

n·ot to . sue tor any claim or cause of action, 

adlainistrative or judicial, civ.il or criminal, past or future, in 

law or in' equity, which EPA 111ay have against any person other than 

the Settling Party. 

57 . Nothing in this Agre8llent is intended to limit tha right 

ot EPA to undertake future response actions at the site or to seex 

. to compel parties othar than Settling Party to p_ertorm ,:,r pay tor 

respo_nse actions at the Site. 
! 

'ss . Nothing in this Agrae111ant ahall in any way restrict or 
I 

limit· tha n~ture or scope ot raaponse· actions which may be taken or 

be required by EPA or the state of Texas in exercisin_g their 

authoFity under Federal or State law. 

x1:r. COVENANTS BX SETTLING PARTY 

59. Settling Party hereby covenllnts not to sue and agrees not 

to llSSert any claims or causes of llction llgainst the United States 
I 

with respect to the Site or this Agreement,. includ~ng, but not 

limited to, any direct or indirect claim for reimbursement from the 

Hazardous Sul:>stance Superfund (established pursuant to Internal 

R~ven~e Code, 26 u.s.c. § 9507) through CERCLA sections 106(b), 
' . 

!11, 112, 113 or any o~her provision of law, any claim against the 

pnited States, includi'ng any· department, agency or instrumentality 
i 

ot the United States under CERCLA section 101 or 113 related to the 

Site, ·pr any claias.a~ising out ot response activities at the Site. 

Howeve,r, Settling Party reserves, and this Agrenent is vitho_ut 

prejudice to, actions against tha United States baaed on negligent 
' I 
' . 
' 15 
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I .. 

I 
' i 

actions taken directly by the •United States that are brought 

pursuant to any statute other than CERCLA and for vhieh the waiver 
' I 

of S?vereign i11111unity is found in a statute other than CERCLA, 
• Nothing in this Consent Decree shall be deemed to consti tute 

preauthorization of a claim within the meaning of Section 111 of 

CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. I 9611, or 40 C.F.R. S 300.700(4). 

XIII, CONTRIIBQTTQN PROTECTION 

60, With regard to claims for contribution again•~ settling 

Party· tor matters addressed in this Agreement and covenant Not to 

Sue, the Parties hereto agree that the Settling Party is entitled 
I 

to sueh protecti on from contribution actions or claims as is 

provided by CERCLA Section 113{f)(2), 42 U, S, C. I 9613(f) (2). 

61. Settli ng Party agr••• that with respect to any suit or 

claim :for contribution brought against it for aatters related to 
i 

this Agreement and Covenant Not to Sue it will notify, in writing, 
I 

the Un'r ted States within 10 days of service of the complaint on it. 

In addition, Sett.ling Party shall notify the United states within 
• I 

10 days of service or receipt of any Motion for summary Judgment 
' ' and wi~in 10 days of receipt of any order from a court setting a 
I 

case f9r trial. 
I 
' ! XIV. NO ADMISSION OF LIABILJTX 

62. The parties to this Agreeaent agree that the Settling 

Party's entry into this Agraeaent, and the actions undartakan by 
I 

Settling Party in accordance vith this Agreement, do not constitute 
l 

an admission of any liability by DCX-. 

\ 
I 16 
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XV. RELEASE OF KQTICR OF FEDERAL LIEN 

• 63. Wi1:hin tan (10) <lays- after EPA' receives the payment 

required in-section VI of this Agreement, EPA shall file a Release 

of Notice ot Fa<laral Lian in- the Harris county Clerk's Office. 

; 64. The Release of Notice ot Federal Lien shall release the 

Notice of Federal Lien filed. on May 22, 1991 (file stamp No. 034-

20•0992) and shall not release any other lien ·or encumbrance which 

may exist upon th• proparty _coapriaing th• sol Lynn .Property. 
' .-. · :6s. EPA shall send a photocopy ot the file'-stamped copy of 

the Release of Notice of Federal Lien to DCI. 

XVI. PISC:Ie&lHEB 

to 

'66 ! . 
~• risks to h11111an health or the environment which may be posed 

~is Agreement in no ··way constitutes a finding by EPA ae 

by contaminat•ion at the Site. 
~ . . Thie -Agreement does not constitute 

• l . 
a representation by EPA that the Site, or any part thereof, 'is tit 

for any particular puq>C?se, 

XVII. NOTIFICATION TQ EPA 
"67. All notifications by Settling Party, or any successor or 

assii:P,, to EPA re~ired pursuant to this Agreement, unless 

otherwise indicated', shall . be . submitted to the following 

addressees: 

' • 
i 
I 
I 

l 
' j 

Remedial Project Manager 
su~rfun<l Programs Branch (6H-SC) 
Sol Lynn/Induatrial Transtorv.er Superfun<l Site 
u.s. Bnviromoental Protection Agency, Region 6 
1445 Rq,ss Ayenue 
Dallaa, T~xaa 75202:2733 

Assistant· .Regional co11nael 
Sol Lynn/Industrial TransfoI'ller Superfund Sita 

. ' 
17 
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,68. 
l 

Office of Regional Counsel (6C-WT) 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 6 
1445 Rosa Avenue 
Dallas, Texas 75202-2733 

XVIII. TEiBMXNATION OF RRSTRTCTTITE CQYQMT 
AND a,cgss EASOONT 

The Restrictive Covenant and Access ~e-•nt pursuant to 

Section VIII of this Agreement saay be teni.inated only by mutUAl 

agree~ent of EPA and settling Party. If Settling Party judges that 
I 

all obligations and requirements blposed upon Settling Party 

pursuant to this Agreuent have been completed, Settling Party lilly 

petition EPA tor teni.ination of the Restrictive covenant and Access 

Easeae.nt. 

XIX. APPENDICES 
i 

~9 . The following Appe.ndic:ea are attached to and are 

incorporated into thia Consent Decree: 

Appendix Al: 

' Appendix A2: 
I 

' Appendix B: 

Appendix C: 

Appendix D: 

Legal de.scription of the Sol Lynn Property 

Legal description of the Gibraltar Banlt 
Property 

Restrictive covenant and Access Easement 

u . s. Department of Justice concurrence 

Succeaaor Covenant 

1 XX. APPRQYAL QF THE u • s, l,TTQRNEX GENERAL 
1 

70. The Attorney General of the united states, by and through 

his/her daaignee issued approval of the SQttlement elllbodied in this 
; 

Agreement. 
' 

Tbat approval is appended as Appendix c of this 

Agreeml nt. 

I 

n l. The undersigned representative of DCI, and the I . 
l 

XXI. SICNATORXES 

18 
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. . 

' ; 
unde~signed representatives of EPA certify that he or she is fully 

· 1 
authorized to anter into the terms and conditions ot this ,Agreement 

and Covenant lilot to Sue and to execute and legally bind such party 
! 

to , is docuaent. 

XXII • . EFFECTIVE DATE 

7 2. The effective date of this Agreement shall be the data 

upon ~hich EPA sends written notification to Settling Party that 

the Attorney General of the United States has approved of the 
! . 

settleaent elllbodi~ in this Agreement and that all necessary 
I 

signatures of EPA have been obtained • 

By: 

. ICIIUJnc>.TIOIIIB, IIIIC • a 

/J. 'Jint n 
11 es ; d:£_.,, ±: 

Title 

Attes~ed by: . ~ c• ~
7
: 

.\Title: =c,£r);,e7ftlf;;; 

7 -/V- 93 
Date 

7- 1r-cz1 
'Date 

BO .l!J~Du. ~•• IDIVIROJIMDTAL l'ltOTBCfIOlil MBIICYI 

By: _I - -~ --------
St ev . Herman. ...... . Date 

,Assistan'.LAdminis.J:rator_for - EQforcement 
U.S. Enviro ntal Protection Agency 
~01 M ~tree, s.w. _ 

· wa ing on .c 0460 i ,... 
. By:. ,¼'~~J;:/i~iiktH~.~~¼'.:::::::::::::,,,.....L _ _ _ 

. . Act ng Regional Administrator 
.u.s. •EnvirollJDantal Pr~taction Agency 

. ~gion 6, . . . . 
1445 Ross Avenue . 
~llaa, Texas 75202-2733 

I 
19 
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STATE OP TEXAS 

COUN'l'Y OP HAJ\RlS 
1on this ,J-Jl., day ot -::fl,( f'f , 1993, before me, 

JEAIIHE B~CH. a Notary Piib l.C, appeared LARRY 
FEINGERSH, President ot DISCOUNT COMMUNICA'l'lONS, INC., 
personally known .to me to bathe person who executed the 
foregoing instrument . 

. IN WITNESS THEREOF, 
affixed my official seal 

I 

I have hereunto set ay hand and 
th• day and year last above written. 

----■lllllllllllllllll14111111.i 
JEAMNE 8UliMEtL U:...CK ~ 
i.atAAY ,usuc, STArt I 

lltlil<AS = 
MJ Comll'I. £tr,Arn /0:12-1{, ! 

1111&11Utllll11tllllllllllllllll!!IIII IIUllllll:lllllllllll!lllllllltlll1Willl~ 

' i 
i 
' ' l 
l 

l 
' 

~-:--i t'.1, </~. ~ •• p, 
ko~lic, Sfate o~a 
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! 

Al'HIIDIX Al. 

Agre-ent &ll4 COV&ll&llt llot to Sue 
CIIRCLA Dool<■t 110. ,-1s-,, 

UPUBU PIIWP:IOlf 
SOL LYlQI PBOURTY 

:The Site is located at 1415, 1417, and 1419 south Loop West in 
th■ City of Houston, Harris county, Texas, and is legally described 
aa follows: 

I 
'.Lot Five (5) in Block one Hundred One (101) of KNIGHTS 
MAIN STREET ADDITION SECTION TWO (2), a subdivision in 
Harris County, Texas, according to Map or Plat thereof, 
'recorded in Volume 572, Page 495 of the De-.:1 Records of 
.Harris County, Texas. 

•Lot No. Six (6) in Block No. one Hundred One (101) and 
Lot No. one (1) in Block No. one Hundred Two (102) of 
KNIGHTS MAIN STREET ADDITION SECTION TWO (2), a 

_subdivision in Harris county, Texas, according to the map 
er plat thereof, recorded in Volume 572 Pages 495-496 of 

'the Deed Records of Harris county, Texas; SAVE AND EXCEPT 
that portion off of the North part of Lot 1 (sic), Block 
102, and Lot ·&, · Block 101, on Enoch Avenue (South Loop) 
conveyed to the State of Texas, in Deed recorded in 

;Volume 4691, page 473 of the Deed Records of Harris 
County, Texas. 

! 
, Lot 8 in Block 102, RIUGHTS MAIN STREET ADDITION SECTION 
:#2, an Addition in Harris County, Texas, according to the 
:map thereof recorded in Volume 592, Page 115, of th■ Deed 
, Records of Harris County, . Texas, together with all 
! ilDprov■ments thereon, 

'. Lota Thr•• (3) and Four (4), Block one Hundred One (101) 
' of Knights Main Addition, Section Two (2), a subdivision 
1 in Harris County, Texas, according to the map or plat 
thereof recorded in Vol, 572, Pg, 496 of the Deed Records 
of Harris ~ounty, Texas. 

20 
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I 

un111:1:u: ,.a 

A<Jr•-t an4 Covenant 11ot to aua 
CIIICLA Dookat 110. ,-is-,, 

nonux Pl&CRIH'IOI 
QXIBAJ.Tll 110 JlllOPIBTX 

Lots Two (2) and Thr•• (3) and Block Ona Hundre4 TWO (102) of 
Knights Hain Street Addition, Section Two (2), a subdivision in 
Harris County, Texas according to Map or Plat thereor, recorded in 
Volume 572, Pages 495•496 ot tha Deed Records of Barria County, 
Texas. 

21 
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lU'l'JIJIDXX I 

J19r•-•nt u4 Covenant 11ot to aua 
cs.cLa. Doo'kat 11o. ,-15-tS 

uairuc;rm coyggr MP ac<:111 WRKEH'! 

Discount co11111unioations, Inc. (hereinafter •oaclarant•) hereby· 

submits the real property described below to the provisions of this 

Reatrictive Covenant and Access Eaaalllent, and declares that all o·f 

the ~ollowing term.a, conditiona, restrictions, _and obligations 

' shitlli be deemed to affect and encumber all of the real property 

' described below, and shall run with tha real property and shal.1 be 
! 

a burden and a benefit to Oeclarant, ·its successors and assigns, 
• 

and t? any and all other parsons acquiring or owning any int~rest 

whatsoever in any portion of the real property deacribed below, and 

any iaprovementa thereon, and such person'• grantee&, successors, 

heirs, executors,. adlllini-atrators, dev_isees, and assigns, until the 

United Statea Environmental Protection Agency, or any successor 

Agency _of the federal govern111ent, certifies the completion of all 

remedial action and operation arid maintenance at the Site, as that 
; 

term (•site") is defined in the Agreement and covenant Not to Sue. 

WITNESSETH: 

~• Oeclarant is the owner of the following real 

propeity: 

Lot Five (5) in Block one Hundred one (lOl) of l<NIGH'l'S . 
MAIN S'l'REET ADDITION SECTION TWO (2), a subdivision in 
Harris county, • Texas, according to Map or Plat thereof, 
recorde.d in :i;olwae 572, Page 495 of the Deed Records of 
ijarria county, Texaa. 
i . 
tot No, Six (6) in Bloc)t No. one Hundred One (101) and 
Lot No. One (l) in Block Ho. One Hundred Two (102) of 
!<NIGHTS MAIN STREET ADDITION. SECTION TWO (2), a 
subdivision in Harris County, 'l'exas, according to the JDAP 
or plat thereof, recorded in Volume 572 Pages 495-496 of 
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the De<ld Records of -Barria County, Texas; SAVE ANO EXCEPT 
;that portion off of the North part of Lot 1 (sic), Block 
1102, and Lot 6, Ble<,k 101, on Enoch Avenue (South Loop) 
,conveyed to the State of Texas, in Deed recorded in 
;VolUllle 4691, · page 473 of the Deed Records of· Jlarria 
;county, Texas. -

Lot 8 in Block 102, JQIIGJITS MAIN STREET ADDITION SECTION 
:12, an Addition in Harris. County, Texas, according to th• 
map thereof re<>orded in Volume 592, Page 115, ot the Deed 
Records of Harris County, 'l'exaa, together vith all 
improvements thereon. 
I 

Lots Three (3) and Four (4), Block Ona Hundred one (101) 
of Khights Kain ·Addition, Section Tvo (2), a sul:>division 
in Harris County, Texas, according to the a,ap or plat 
~eraof recorded in Vol , 572, Pg. 496 of the Deed Records 
of Harris county, Texas. 

23 
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Wl'.TNESSEffl: 

WHEREAS, Declarant is the owner of the following real 
property: 

Lota 'l'wo (2) and Three (3) and Block One Hundred Two (102) of 
:xnights Hain Streat Addition, Section Two (2), a subdivision 
in Harris county, Teicaa according to Map or Plat thereof, · 
recorded in Volume 572, Pages 495-496 of the Deed Records of 

_Harri■ County, Texas. · 

' i 

I 
24 
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Not 

'i 
I 

WHEREAS, Declarant has entered into an A9ree11ent and covenant 
I 
to sue with EI?A which concerns the above- described real 

property; and 
I 

WHEREAS, In order to expeditiously impleaant the rights and· 

powers ot the EPA to restrict the· u.aa of the above-described real 

property, 

NOW Tlll!RBFORB, Declarant hereby declares as follows, THAT 

UNTIL '. THE 'Ulfl:Tl!D STAT!!S ENVIRONMENTAL PRO'f!!CTION AGENCY HAS 

CERTIF:Il!D THE COMPLETION OF ALL REMEDIAL ACTION AND OPEBATION AND 
. ! 

MAINT~ANCE ACTIVITIES UPON THE SITE, WHEN SUCH Tl!BMS, CONDITIONS, 

RESTRICTIONS, AND OBLIGATIONS CREATED, HEREIN SHALL Tl!RMINAT!!: 

1'. Declarant grants· an eaaa111ent which reserves to ltPA, the 

State I of Texas, .and their authorized contractors and 

reprea~ntat.ivccs. such, aocccc a.e 111ay be ncoccr;ary to implement and 

overs.•~ any response action pursuant to the CoJDPrehensive 

Enviro~ental.Responiaa, Compensation, and Liability Act, 42 u.s:c. 

s" 9601 ~ ~., and to conduct any operation and maintenance of any 

remedial action on the •above-described real property. 

2.· Declarant shall not install or maintain, and shall 

prevent the insta'llation and maintenance ot, any wells or other 

-ans t~ extract ground water for any purpose by any per~on other 

than EP~, the State of Texas, and their authorized contractors and 

represaptatives. 
i 3. , Declarant shall not use the above-described real 
i 

prope~y, or any portion thar•~f, for residential purposes. 
·I 

4. I Declarant shall provide in any deed, title, or other 

25 
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instrwa.ent of convayanca of any interest in the abova-daacribad 

real property, a notice stating that auch real proparty is subject 

to this Reatri,ctiva Covenant and Acceas Ease111ent. 

5. Oeclarant shall give, at least thirty (30) days prior to 
I 

the conveyance of any interest in the above-described real 

property; vritten notice to the grantae of such interest and shall 

give Wfitten notice to the United States Envirolllllental Protection 

Agency, Region 6, of the proposed conveyance, including-the name 

and address of the grantee, and the date on whieh notice of this 

Restrictive Covenant and Access Easement was given to the grantee. 

'l'HIS RESTRICTIVE COVEN/INT AND ACCESS EASEMENT shall continua 

in force until EPA certifies the completion of all remedial action 

and operation and maintenance at the Site. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, Discount Co11111unications, Inc. has caused 
I 

this i~strument to be ·executed this __ _ 

1993·. ' 

• . I 
; 

I 

State of 

County of _____ _ 

day of _______ _ 

Title 

0~ this ___ day of --.,..,.-e------• 1993, before me, __ 
----:--:--,----,-• a Notary Public, appeared----,-,--,-----,-• 
personally known to me to be the person who executed the foregoing 
instrw..nt. 

I 
IN WITNESS THEREOF, I have bareunto set my hand and affixed my 

official . seal the day and year last -above written. 

I 
I Notary Public My co111111iaaion expires: _________ _ 

. ' 
• I 
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U'PlblDIZ C 

Aqr-•nt &114 CQvenut llot to aue 
CBRCU. l)ooll;et llo. tS-15-93 

DIPMTIIIT or JQUJCI CoKCVBPIHCI 

The United States Departzent of Justice concurs in the propoMl4 
Agredlant and covenant Not to Sue entered into between Discount 
Comaunieation,., Inc. and the United States Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA). The United States Department of Justice agrees that 
EPA baa authority to enter into this agradl8nt, This concurrence 
will · be attached to the Agreement and covenant Not · to Sue as 
Appendix c. 

' ' 
' ' ! 

Signad:_-IJ.:"1<::j,,1::::...._;_;:_,.C;\,1, 
Myles 
Acting ssistant Attorney General 
Environment and Natural Resources 
Division 

U.S. Oepartaent of Justice 
P.O. Box 7611, B•n Franklin station 
Washington, o.c. 20044 

27 
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APPIIJIDll D 

Aqr-•Dt ..,4 c:oveD..,t Kot to au• 
CIUI.CLA Docltet IIJlo. ,-u-93 

8QCCJIISQB CODNMT 

(hereinafter "Succeaaor•) has acquired an 
interest in real property which is sul:>ject to the terma of th• 
Agr-nt and covenant Not to sue (CERCLA Docket No, 6•15-93) 
("Agreement•) entered into by Discount Collllunications, inc., and 
the United States Envirol\llental Protection Agency ("EPA"). 

successor acknowledges and declares that Successor is aware of the 
terms of the Agreement and Succesaor acknowledges that such real 
property is sul:>ject 'to the Restrictive Covenant and Acee&• Easement 
("Reatx-ictiv• covenant•) pursuant to the Agreement. Successor 
understands and acknowledges that the Agree-nt and th• Restrictive 
Covenant provide both a burden and a benefit to Successor and that 
certain activities upon the real property acquired by Succeasor are 
pt'ohibited. 

Successor hereby agrees that it shall comply vith all terms of the 
Agreement and with all the terms of the Reatrietive covenant. 

Signed~ 

company Nu,,e 

Title 

Atteated to by: ___________ _ 

Notary ~n the State of _____ _ 

l 
I ' 
I 

\ 
. i 

I 

' 1. 
I 
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